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ABSTRACT 
Place branding is the practice of establishing a favorable, strong, and unique brand for 
a geographic entity. Despite its usefulness and increasing popularity, key issues related to 
place branding remain unexplored. An important role of the place brand is to uplift and 
support individual brands within the place. Yet, very little research has addressed the 
dynamics between place brands and individual brands within the place. The purpose of this 
study is to offer a systematic and theoretical account of the place brand’s impact on 
individual brands within the place. 
This study focused on the branding of industrial clusters and investigated the impact 
of the cluster brand (CB) on individual brands (IBs) of firms within the cluster. The study 
deciphered the impact of the CB on the IB as being an information inference process. That is, 
when cluster customers do not have sufficient information to evaluate the IB, they will infer 
relevant information from the CB to assist in their IB evaluation. Grounded in three 
theoretical frameworks of information inference theory, the accessibility-diagnosticity 
framework, and the reasoned action model, this study revealed that (a) the type of 
information inferred from the CB to IB, and (b) outcomes of the inference process from the 
CB to IB.  Additionally, this research examined the moderating roles of CB familiarity and 
CB and IB similarity on the level of above information inferences.  
This study employed an on-site survey combined with experimental research design 
techniques. The data were collected from 747 industrial buyers in a large textile 
manufacturing cluster in China. A structural equation modeling (SEM) technique was used to 
estimate the overall model and test the hypothesized relationships between the CB and the IB. 
The research was further enhanced by verifying causality from the CB to the IB, using 
xi 
 
 
 
ANOVA. The full model was tested using SEM procedures and employed hypothetical 
brands created for this study.  
This study demonstrated that a favorable CB can enhance cluster customers’ 
perception of the IB brand personality, trust level in the IB, and overall attitudes towards the 
IB. Two groups of information are directly inferred from the CB to the IB: brand personality 
attribute information and brand trustworthiness. The extent of these information inferences is 
moderated by the similarity level between the CB and IB. The results indicate a positive 
relationship between industrial buyers’ brand attitudes and their (a) perceptions of brand 
personality and (b) trust in brand. Furthermore, when industrial buyers have stronger 
attitudes towards the IB, their intention to purchase or recommend the IB will be increased.  
This study constitutes the first study that has theoretically and empirically 
investigated the impact of the place brand on individual brands within the place.  The focus 
of a Chinese industrial cluster and Chinese industrial buyers enriches place branding research 
by adding cross-cultural evidence. As such, this study has made an important step towards 
understanding place brands and the place branding process, and aids in building a general 
theory of place branding. The research provides practical recommendations for both place 
organizers and managers of individual brands within the place.  
 
 
 
 
 CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
Research Status of Place Branding  
Branding is a managed process to serve consumers, create identity for goods and 
services, and differentiate them from competitors (Kapferer, 1994; Keller, 2002).  Branding 
as a key business strategy has been extensively researched, but a relatively new development 
is the practice of place branding.  Place branding can be defined as building a brand in 
relation to a geographic entity (Govers & Go, 2010).   It is the process whereby a place 
actively seeks to create and communicate a unique and competitive image for itself (Kotler, 
Haider, & Rein, 1993).  Today, places at every spatial level have branded their respective 
locations, including multiple regions (e.g., Nordic region), countries (e.g., Thailand), cities 
(e.g., Shanghai), intra-country regions (e.g., California), specific sites (e.g., Haight Street in 
San Francisco), or clusters (e.g., Silicon Valley) (Andersson & Ekman, 2009; Freire, 2006; 
Kotler et al., 2004; Govers & Go, 2010; Szondi, 2007; Zerrillo & Thomas, 2007). The 
primary application of branding in the place context is to differentiate and promote the place 
and its offerings to target customers by communicating a unique, strong, and favorable place 
image (Kavaratzis, 2004; Kotler et al., 2004; Singleton & McKenzie, 2008; Wills & Moore, 
2008).  
Along with the rise of place branding practices, there is an increasing level of 
academic interest in place branding (Jacobsen, 2009; Anholt, 2005). However, research in 
place branding is still considered to be in its infancy for two reasons. First, the complexity of 
place branding poses significant challenges for both practitioners and researchers (Kotler et 
al., 2004; Mihailovich, 2006).  Branding a place is influenced by many determinants, such as 
cultural, social, historical, and political factors (Kotler et al., 2004).  Additionally, place 
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branding requires coordination among a plethora of stakeholders, including any persons (e.g., 
residents), groups (e.g., politicians), and organizations (e.g., business companies, industrial 
associations) that reside or work in the place (Govers & Go, 2010; Kavaratzis, 2007; Kerr, 
2006).   
Second, some important issues related to place branding remain unexplored. A 
significant number of place branding studies are based on the premise that a place can be 
branded similarly to a product, therefore focus on promoting or selling the place itself 
(Baum, Hearns, & Devine, 2008; Gaggiotti, Cheng, & Yunak, 2008; Kotler et al., 2004; 
Stock, 2009; Wagner & Peters, 2009).  Conversely, scant research has addressed the 
dynamics between place brands and individual brands within the place. Only a few 
researchers have suggested that the place brand is not isolated from, but interrelated with, 
individual brands within the place (Anholt, 2005, Iversen & Hem, 2008; Kerr, 2006; Peel & 
Lloyd, 2008). For example, Kotler et al. (2004) and Kavaratzis (2007) draw attention to the 
interdependence and synergies created between the place brand and individual brands within 
the place. However, in-depth and systematic investigation of the interrelationships and 
impact between the place brand and individual brands is largely absent in the literature. 
Understanding how the brand of a place impacts individual brands is indispensable for 
successfully branding the place. For example, an effective place brand should not only 
promote the location itself but also uplift (lesserknown) individual brands within the place 
(Mihailovich, 2006).   
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to offer a systematic and theoretical account of the 
place brand’s impact on individual brands within the place. In particular, it focused on the 
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branding of a specific form of place—an industrial cluster. This focus was based on the 
assumption that different types of places have different natures, thus requiring researchers to 
treat different types of places separately (Jacobsen, 2009). Industrial clusters are defined as 
geographic concentrations of interconnected companies, specialized suppliers, service 
providers, and associated institutions in a particular industrial field that are present in a 
nation or region (Porter, 1990).  From a branding perspective, a cluster serves as an umbrella 
for individual businesses within the cluster, and the marketing and promotion of the cluster’s 
brand directly influences the attractiveness of individual businesses’ brands (Mihailovich, 
2006; Porter, 1990). Consequently, the business cluster setting is a desirable context for 
investigating effects of the place brand on individual brands within the place.  
For the purpose of discussion, the following terms and definitions are used 
consistently for the remainder of the study. First, cluster brand (CB) refers to the place brand 
specific to an industrial cluster. This study addresses individual brands (IBs) referring to 
brands of individual firms within an industrial cluster. Furthermore, place customer is used as 
a general term in the literature to define individuals whose behavior the place brand intends 
to affect, including tourists, investors, talented individuals, or companies seeking investment 
opportunities (Kotler et al., 2004). In the present study concerning industrial clusters, place 
customers, referred to as cluster customers, are primarily industrial buyers who conduct 
business with firms within the cluster.  
Although it is generally suggested that a well-respected CB can have a positive 
impact on cluster customers’ evaluations of an IB (Anholt, 2005; Kotler et al., 2004; Kotler 
et al., 1993; Papdopoulos & Heslop, 2002), very little is known of the processes 
underpinning cluster customers’ IB evaluation and how it is impacted by the CB. In this 
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study, the impact of the CB on the IB is analyzed as an information inference process. That 
is, cluster customers infer information from the CB assisting in their evaluation of the IB. 
The fundamental research questions concerning the impact of the CB on the IB thus are: 
What do cluster customers know about the CB? Is any of this knowledge inferred by cluster 
customers in their IB evaluations? And how does this inferred knowledge affect what they 
think about the IB? This study seeks to systematically explore this information inference 
process to answer (a) what information is inferred from the CB to the IB?, (b) what are the 
factors (e.g., IB characteristics)  that inhibit or enhance this inference process?, and (c) what 
are the outcomes of the inference process from the CB to the IB?  
Enhanced understanding of the relationship between CBs and IBs is warranted. 
Industrial clusters have expanded globally since the 1990s and are expected to show 
continued growth worldwide (Lagos & Courtis, 2008; Mihailovich, 2006; PWC, 2010). 
Although the survival and prosperity of these places is fundamental for regional economies 
and beyond, the branding of such places is often “clumsy and badly structured” (Mihailovich, 
2006, p. 230) and “relatively neglected by the extant literature” (Teller & Elms, 2010, p. 26). 
The present study is therefore timely, and assists various cluster creators in developing a 
clear set of guidelines for the sustainable development and evaluation of their cluster brands.   
Furthermore, knowledge gained in the context of business clusters is expected to be 
generalized to other place contexts, such as tourism, education, or immigration destinations 
(Dooley & Bowie, 2005). For any of those places, there exists an interrelationship between 
the brand of the place and individual brands within the place (Mihailovich, 2006). The 
findings of this study could be thus be adapted by a variety of place managers, such as 
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governments, local communities, or administrative bodies of industry, in promoting their 
respective locations.  
Theoretical Framework  
Three theoretical frameworks were applied in this study, including the information 
inference process perspective, the accessibility–diagnosticity framework, and Fishbein’s 
reasoned action model. A theoretical model was subsequently developed with a series of 
testable hypotheses delineating the impact of the CB on the IB.    
The information inference perspective specifies the procedures that individuals use to 
make judgments based on inferred information (Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994; Keller, 2003; 
Murphy & Ross, 1999). It posits that when faced with incomplete information, consumers 
often form inferences that go beyond available information to be able to make a product or 
brand choice (Gunasti& Ross, 2006). This perspective suggests that the affiliation between 
the cluster and individual firms within the cluster can encourage cluster customers to infer 
attributes from the cluster brand (CB) in their evaluation or decision making about individual 
brands (IBs). More specifically, information can be inferred through two approaches: 
attribute-based and global assessment-based. Each of these approaches is explored in the 
current study. 
In order to gain further insight of the conditions under which the CB’s impact on the 
IB is stronger (or weaker), the accessibility–diagnosticity framework was employed. The 
framework states the likelihood that information is retrieved from memory and used in a 
judgment is a function of: (a) the accessibility of the information in the individual’s memory, 
(b) the accessibility of other pieces of information, and (c) the perceived diagnosticity of the 
information (Lynch, Marmorstein, &Weigold, 1988).  The present study employed the 
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accessibility–diagnosticity framework to identify factors that may potentially moderate the 
level of inferences from the CB to the IB (Feldman & Lynch 1988; Lynch et al., 1988). 
The last theoretical perspective, Fishbein’s reasoned action model, is primarily 
concerned with the relationships between individuals’ belief, attitude, and behavioral 
intention (Mitchell & Oslon, 1981). According to the model, an individual’s behavioral 
intention (e.g., purchase intention) toward an object (i.e., a brand) is determined by the 
individual’s attitude toward the object. Attitude is in turn formed by the individual’s beliefs 
about salient attributes of the object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Consequently, this study 
utilizes the model to predict how cluster customers’ attitudes towards an IB, as a result of IB 
evaluations, influence their behavioral intentions towards the IB.  
Empirical Model Testing  
In order to empirically test the model proposed in this study, an on-site survey was 
combined with an experimental design technique. The Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing 
Cluster (referred to as the Shaoxing Cluster for the reminder of the paper) in China was used 
as the site for data collection. The Shaoxing Cluster is China’s largest textile manufacturing 
base, accommodating about 10,000 firms that manufacture a wide range of textile products. 
By considering the cluster (Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster) as the cluster brand 
(CB) and individual firm brands within the Shaoxing Cluster as IBs, the Shaoxing cluster 
was deemed an appropriate context for testing the model.  
An intercept survey with a pencil-and-paper questionnaire was employed for data 
collection. Survey participants were industrial buyers who purchase textile products from 
firms in the Shaoxing Cluster. Instead of surveying real firm brands in the Shaoxing Cluster, 
three hypothetical firm brands were created for this study: two located in the Shaoxing 
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Cluster and one located elswewhere.. Each survey participant was randomly assigned to 
evaluate one of the three hypothetical firm brands (IBs). Pretests were applied to check the 
experimental manipulation in this study. A series of analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 
structural equation model (SEM) tests were conducted to test the theoretical model and 
individual hypotheses.  
Significance of Study 
The paradigm of place branding is just emerging. Many studies conceptualize place 
as synonymous with product, and focus only on promoting the place itself. The present study 
constitutes the first empirical evidence of the place brand’s impact on individual brands 
within the place.  Such a study takes an important step towards understanding place brands 
and the branding process, which will lay a foundation for future research and aid in building 
a general theory of place branding.  The unique focus in this study on industry clusters 
responds to several researchers’ claims that place branding has been researched intensively in 
some types of places such as resorts and metropolitan cities, but almost not at all in other 
place types such as industrial clusters (Hanna & Rowley, 2008; Papadopoulos & Heslop, 
2002). Insight gained from the industrial cluster context also has significant practical 
implications to a variety of places as delineated earlier. 
Furthermore, the application of multiple theoretical frameworks and perspectives 
contributes to the significance of the present study. The current status of place branding 
research is criticized as deficient in theory applications (Hankinson, 2010) and needs to 
integrate all relevant disciplines that have an interest in place brand (Kavaratzis, 2009).  The 
information inference theoretical perspective and the accessibility-diagnosticity framework is 
for the first time in this study applied in the place branding context. This provides the 
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potential of these frameworks to serve as a platform for other topics related to place branding 
by future researchers. In addition, there is a dearth of quantitative models concerning place 
branding (Beracs et al., 2006).  The theoretically-guided model development process used in 
this study thus fills these academic voids. 
Definition of Term 
Accompanying the widespread research interest in place branding is the noticeable 
lack of consensus related to place branding terminology (Pryor & Grossbart, 2007). Under 
these circumstances, it is especially important to clarify and distinguish terminology and 
concepts in order to assist in clear discussion.  Therefore, the following definitions of terms 
were used for the present study.  
Place: refers to any form of geographical entity, including region, city, country, town, 
resort, state, province, and county (Hanna & Rowley, 2008).  
Brand: according to the American Marketing Association (AMA, 2010), brand is ‘a 
name, term, design, symbol, or any other feature that identified one seller’s good or service 
as distinct from those of other sellers.’  
Brand personality: the set of human characteristics associated with a brand (Aaker, 
1997). 
Place brand: a brand developed for a geographic entity, including a nation, region, 
city, district, or cluster (Keller, 2002).  
Place brand attributes: refers to the descriptive features that characterize a place. 
Place brand attributes are the constructive elements for the projection of place brand identity 
(Florek, et al., 2006; Keller, 2002).  
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Industry cluster: is defined as a cluster is a geographically proximate group of 
interconnected companies and associated institutions in a particular field, linked by 
commonalities and complementarities (Porter, 1998).   
Cluster brand (CB): refers to the place brand specific to a business cluster. 
Individual brand (IB): is a general term referring to individual brands within a place. 
IB corresponds to the term CB, and the dynamic between the CB (as an example of place 
brand) and IBs is the focus of this research. 
Place branding: place branding can be defined as building a brand in relation to a 
geographic entity (Govers & Go, 2009).  In the present study, the purpose of a place brand is 
not only to promote respective locations, but also brands embedded in the place. 
Place customer: is a general term referring to individuals whose behavior the place 
brand intends to affect, including tourists, investors, talented individuals, or companies 
seeking investment opportunities (Kotler et al., 2004). 
Cluster customer: when the place to be branded is a business cluster, the place 
customer is specified as cluster customer. Cluster customers are primarily buyers or investors 
that a cluster brand intends to attract.  
Consumer inferences: refers to the process when faced with choice situations that 
involve missing information, consumers form inferences that go beyond the available 
information to be able to make the choice (Gunasti & Ross, 2008).    
Accessibility–diagnosticity framework: the framework explains the influence of any 
piece of information stored in an individual’s memory on any evaluation that individual 
makes (Feldman and Lynch 1988; Lynch et al., 1988).   
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Fishbein’s reasoned action model: the model asserts the relationships between belief, 
attitude, and behavioral intention, i.e., an individual’s belief about an object determines the 
individual’s attitude and consequently behavior toward the object (Mitchell & Oslon, 1981).  
Organization of Research 
 This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter one provides a brief review 
of place brand and place branding literature, outlines the theoretical frameworks, and 
discusses the purpose statement, significance of the study, and definitions of terms relevant 
to the study.  In chapter two, the literature of place branding, industrial cluster, consumer 
inference perspective, accessibility-diagnosticity framework, and the Fishbein’s reasoned 
action model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Lynch et al., 1988) is reviewed.  I then apply these 
theoretical frameworks in the industrial cluster context, and explore the impact of the CB on 
IBs, including related moderating factors and outcomes of such impact. Consequently, a 
theoretical model is presented describing the impact of the CB on IBs, along with testable 
hypotheses. Chapter three discusses the methodology including data collection methods, 
measurements of variables, experimental procedures, and statistical testing of the research 
model. In chapter four, data analyses and results are discussed. Chapter five concludes with 
the dissertation findings and contributions, and addresses limitations and future research 
directions. 
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CHAPTER 2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Brands and Branding  
According to the American Marketing Association (AMA, 2010),  a brand is a name, 
term, sign,  symbol, design, or a combination of them, intended to identify the goods and 
services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors. 
A brand is more than an identifying name given to a product (Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2008; 
Keller, 2002); it is a symbolic embodiment of all information connected to the product, 
including functional attributes and symbolic values (Rausch, 2008).  By endowing unique 
associations and meanings to the product, a brand differentiates the product from other 
products designated to satisfy the same need (Keller, 2002). A strong, favorable, and unique 
brand can add value to the product by enhancing its consumer preference and augmenting 
customer loyalty (Anhot, 2005; Kapferer, 1994).   
Simply put, branding is the process of building a brand (Keller, 2002). Branding a 
product is necessary to label the product or enable consumers to identify the product. More 
importantly, branding provides meaning about the brand for consumers, e.g., what this 
product can do and how it differs from others (Kapferer, 1994). Accordingly, the essence of 
branding is about creating and communicating a favorable, strong, and unique brand image to 
the target consumers (Keller, 2002). Consequently, consumers will distinguish the product 
from other similar offers and the perceived worth of the product will be increased to the 
consumers (Kapferer, 1994; Keller, 2002). 
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Distinguishing Place Brands 
A place brand is defined as a brand developed for any type of a geographic space 
(Keller, 2003).  Examples of places include nations, regions, cities, towns, business clusters, 
buildings, retail spaces, and other spaces that are used for or suitable for specific purposes 
(Pryor & Grossbart, 2007).  The brand of a place represents “the set of central, enduring, and 
distinctive characteristics” of the place (Pryor & Grossbart, 2007, p.294).  Similar to product 
brands, an effective place brand can differentiate the place from competing locations, and 
affect target place customers’ (e.g., tourists, business investors) views, decisions, and 
behaviors towards the place in a desired direction (Andersson, 2007; Morgan et al., 2004).   
Place branding can also be viewed as a process whereby places actively create and 
communicate a unique and competitive brand image to the target place customer, with the 
objective of promoting the place (Govers & Go, 2009; Iversen & Hem, 2007; Kotler et al., 
2004). Several scholars have identified globalization as a key force driving the surge in place 
branding (Kerr & Johnson, 2005; Pryor & Grossbart, 2007).  For example, the greater 
mobility of industries and residents and improved communications have resulted in increased 
competitiveness between geographic locations for valuable resources (Kotler et al., 1993). 
These resources include economic, human, social, and cultural capital, in the form of tourism 
and investment dollars, business development, events, skilled labor, leaders, desirable 
citizens and neighbors, and influence (Pryor & Grossbart, 2007). Specifically, place branding 
serves four main functions, including (a) positioning the place in global markets, (b) 
differentiating the place from competing places, (c) communication features and benefits of 
the place to its consumers, and (d) strengthening relationships between the place and its 
stakeholders (Hankinson, 2010; Ruash, 2008).   
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Place Branding of Industrial Clusters 
 The most widely accepted definition of industrial clusters is by Michael Porter (1998, 
p. 238) who states that: “a cluster is a geographically proximate group of interconnected 
companies and associated institutions in a particular field, linked by commonalities and 
complementarities.” Branding an industrial cluster in simple terms is the process of building 
a brand for the industrial cluster (Keller, 2003). A cluster brand is a manifestation of the core 
competitiveness of industrial clusters, representing the main product and characteristics of 
the cluster (Tu, 2011). A primary goal of building a successful cluster brand (CB) is to 
promote the cluster to its target cluster customers, such as firms who purchase from or invest 
in firms within the cluster (Kotler et al., 2004). Relating to the focus of this study, a 
successful CB should also embrace and support individual brands (IBs) within the cluster. 
For example, by bundling resources and developing an umbrella organizing structure, a 
cluster brand can make it easier for individual firms in the cluster to compete and grow 
(Kaminski & Zanger, 2009; Tu, 2011). 
Scholars have observed that the CB can impact IBs by influencing cluster customers’ 
evaluations of IBs (Anholt, 2005; Dooley & Bowie, 2005; Harish, 2010; Ivesen & Hem, 
2007; Keller, 2003; Wills & Moore, 2008). For example, cluster customers generally indicate 
more favorable evaluations of IBs when they are contained by a relatively well-positioned 
and well-respected CB (Anholt, 2005).  The study of Go and Govers (2011) suggests that the 
brand image and reputation of the CB correlates positively with the cluster customer’s 
acceptance of the IB.  Furthermore, Tu (2011) concludes that the promotion of the CB 
provides leverage to each IB by enhancing the IB reputation and increasing the quality 
perception of the IB.  
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The essence of the above arguments can be described as a process through which 
cluster customers draw information from the CB in forming their perceptions and evaluations 
of IBs. In order to conceptualize this process more formally (e.g., what are the means of 
inferring and what are inferred), the theoretical perspective of information inference 
processing is discussed next.  
Theoretical Framework 
Inference Making Process 
  Consumer judgment is often based on incomplete or limited knowledge of the 
relevant information. When faced with choice situations that involve missing information, 
consumers form inferences that go beyond the available information to be able to make the 
choice (Gunasti & Ross, 2008).  Inference formation can be regarded as a process of filling 
knowledge gaps based on given information cues, e.g., consumers make inferences about 
unknown product quality based on known price information (Kardes, Cronley, Kellaris, & 
Posavac, 2004).   Keller (2003) distinguishes between a primary and secondary approach 
through which consumers may make inferences about brands. For the primary approach, the 
brand itself is the source of the inference. For example, when encountering a new brand that 
appears as luxury to the consumer, the consumer may infer new brand beliefs, e.g., the brand 
possesses a high quality and positive social status (Kardes, Posavac, & Cronley, 2004).   
For the secondary approach, inferences about a brand are obtained from another 
entity that is linked in some fashion to the brand (Keller, 2003). In this case, consumers may 
form inferences of a brand based on the manufacturer, country of origin, distribution 
channels, spokespersons, and events related to the brand. As explained by Keller (2003, p. 
351), “when a brand is identified as being linked to that entity, consumers may infer that 
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some of the particular associations, judgments, or feelings that characterize the entity may 
also characterize the brand.” An acknowledged rationale underlying this inference process is 
called “probabilistic consistency” by Dick, Chakravarti, and Biehal (1990) —simply put, in 
the minds of consumers, if it is true for the entity, then it must be true for the related brand 
(Kardes et al., 2004; Keller, 2003).  
Following the above logic, it is reasonable to assert that an affiliation between the 
cluster and individual firms within the cluster may encourage cluster customers to infer from 
the cluster brand (CB) in their evaluation or decision making about individual brands (IBs). 
In other words, when cluster customers lack information about the IB, they may use what 
they know about the CB to make inferences about the IB.  This also corresponds to some 
general observations by place branding scholars that there appears to be positive correlations 
between cluster customers’ perceptions of the CB and IBs (Dooley & Bowie, 2005; Harish, 
2010; Wills & Moore, 2008).   
Underlying Process of Consumer Inferences 
The underlying cognitive mechanism through which consumer inferences occur has 
been extensively researched, concluding that consumer inferences can be based on (a) beliefs 
of individual attributes and/or (b) global assessments (Bhat & Reddy, 2001; Brown & Dacin, 
1997; Hutchinson & Alba, 1991; Loken et al., 2008; Lynch et al., 1988).  Consistent with 
analytical-heuristic dual information processing (Chen & Chaiken, 1990), specific attributes 
refer to individual or particularistic information concerning the target object, whereas global 
assessments are holistic and non-analytic evaluations of the object (Alba & Hutchinson, 
1987; Cohen, 1982). In reference to the context of clusters, when the inference process is 
based on specific attributes, consumers’ beliefs about certain attributes of a cluster brand will 
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be used to form their beliefs about the same attributes of IBs.  In the global assessment based 
process, overall evaluations of the cluster brand are used to make inferences about IBs. As 
illustrated in Figure 2.1 below, certain attributes and global assessments of the CB in effect 
become transferred from the CB to the IB (Keller, 2003).  The following sections detail each 
of these transfer processes.  
 
Figure 2.1 Fundamental Mechanism of CB to IB inferences   
       
                                                              Infer about/Transferred to 
 
                                                                  
                                                       Infer about/Transferred to                                                                                                                                                             
                                                                                        
                                                        
 
Attribute-based Consumer Inferences 
Brand attributes are defined by Keller (1993) as descriptive features or benefits that 
characterize the brand (Keller, 1993). When used as an information basis for inference, it is 
important to notice that not all brand attributes have high transferability, which refers to the 
ease with which an attribute can be conveyed from one object to another (Brown & Dacin, 
1997; Iversen & Hem, 2008; Kapferer, 1994). Instead, there is the consensus that intangible 
attributes typically present a higher ease of transferability than tangible ones (Keller, 1993, 
p.6; Iversen & Hem, 2008, p. 163; James, 2005).  
i.e., Brand attributes 
of the CB  
Global assessment 
of the CB 
Brand attributes of 
the IB 
Global assessment 
of the IB 
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Tangible brand attributes refer to intrinsic properties of the brand in terms of inherent 
product or service characteristics, e.g., physical and functional characteristics. Intangible 
brand attributes deal with extrinsic properties of the brand, e.g., symbolic and emotional 
implications (Keller, 2003). More abstract levels and inclusiveness of intangible brand 
attributes indicate that they are easier to be transferred between brands than tangible brand 
attributes (Iversen & Hem, 2008).  Stated alternatively, intangible attributes are more 
unifying and transferable, therefore providing more facility in perceiving shared brand values 
between two brands which may share non-concrete attributes (Iversen & Hem, 2008; James, 
2005). Consistent with Chien, Cornwell, and Pappu (2011) and Donahay and Rosenberger 
(2007), this study focuses on a highly important group of intangible attributes—brand 
personality attributes (Aaker, 1997). Brand personality is chosen because of its importance to 
consumers’ brand evaluations (Diamantopoulos, Smith, & Grime, 2004) and high 
transferability which is required for consumer inferences (Iversen & Hem, 2008). 
Brand Personality  
Brands, like humans, may possess distinct personality characteristics, e.g., a brand 
can be characterized as being “modern”, “sincere”, or “honest”. Brand personality is defined 
by Aaker (1997, p. 347) as “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand”. It 
reflects consumers’ perceptions of emotional characteristics of a brand in a manner by which 
the brand is marketed or advertised (Keller, 2003; Aaker, 1997). Aaker (1997) conceptualizes 
brand personality as possessing five dimensions of sincerity, excitement, competence, 
sophistication and ruggedness, each comprised of a number of individual attributes.  
Brand personality plays an important role in differentiating the brand from its 
competitors.  It underlies the look and feel of the brand through the brand’s communication 
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and advertising activities (Keller, 2003). As a result, brand personality is an important factor 
in consumers’ brand evaluation, and determines brand attitude. Just as the personality of an 
individual is affected by anything associated with the person (e.g., job, friends), consumers’ 
perceptions of brand personality can be affected by other entities that are related to the brand 
(e.g., sponsorship, or the company owning the brand) (Diamantopoulos et al., 2004; Donahay 
& Rosengerger III, 2007). For example, Diamantopoulos et al.’s (2004) experimental study 
suggests that personality characteristics of brand extensions can be transferred to the parent 
brand, thus strengthening or diluting existing brand personality dimensions of the latter.  
A number of studies verify the applicability of brand personality for various types of 
places and their brands (Ekinici & Hosany, 2006; Hosany, Ekinci, & Uysal, 2007, Kaplan, 
Yurt, Guneri, & Kurtulus, 2008; Opoku & Hinson, 2006). For the particular context of 
cluster brands, the notion of brand personality is well explicated by Kaminski and Zanger 
(2009). According to these authors, a cluster brand includes factual (tangible) and emotional 
(intangible) attributes. Emotional attributes arise from similarities between emotional 
characteristics of individual brand concepts of firms within the cluster.  Cluster brand 
personality, which is shaped by emotional attributes of the cluster brand, composes cluster 
brand essence and differentiates the cluster from competitors (Kaminski & Zanger, 2009). 
For example, in Kaminski and Zanger’s (2009) study, “individuality” is identified as the 
salient personality trait of Germany’s Vogtland musical instrument manufacturing cluster 
brand.  
Integrating the above arguments, when confronted with ambiguous information of an 
individual brand (IB) within a cluster, cluster customers (i.e., industrial buyers who purchase 
from firms within the cluster) have been found to seek additional information that is related 
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to the IB (Lu & Wang, 2010). The affiliation between the CB and IB encourages cluster 
customers to infer from their knowledge of the CB to evaluate the IB. Brand personality is an 
important component of cluster customers’ knowledge structure about the CB, and can be 
transferred between brands. Consequently, cluster customers are likely to use their beliefs 
about the brand personality of the CB to form their beliefs about the brand personality of the 
IB. According to Kaminski and Zanger (2009), the brand personality transfer from the CB to 
the IB is an important instrument that gives a CB the possibility to help IBs to achieve certain 
brand image attributes.   
Brand personality often includes several dimensions. The increase of a particular 
brand personality dimension may have a positive or negative impact on consumers’ 
perception of brand personality, depending on the salience of this dimension in defining the 
brand personality. An increase of “ruggedness” would be positive for the ESPN sports 
television network, but negative for Revlon cosmetics (Diamantopoulos et al., 2004). It is 
therefore suggested that brand personality change should be analyzed at the level of 
individual personality dimension (Diamantopoulos et al., 2004, p. 132; Law, Wong, & 
Mobley, 1998). Accordingly, this study will focus on a single brand personality dimension 
that is favorable and salient to the cluster (based on a pretest), and analyze how its attributes 
are transferred from the CB to the IB. This logic provides support for the first hypothesis:  
H1: Cluster customers’ beliefs about brand personality attributes of the CB will 
be positively related to their beliefs about the same brand personality 
attributes of the IB.   
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Cluster Brand (CB) to Individual Brand (IB) Inference Based on CB Brand Attitude  
In addition to attribute-based inferences, consumers also make inferences based on 
global assessments of brands. Thus, global assessments become transferred from one brand 
to another linked brand. Comparing specific aspects of attribute information, global 
assessment is holistic and non-analytic, without consideration of constituent attributes and 
their relevance (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Cohen, 1982). Two types of global assessments 
are commonly identified in consumers’ inference process as: brand attitude and brand trust 
(Aaker & Keller, 1990; Becerra & Korgaonkar, 2009; Bhat & Reddy, 2001; Cohen, 1982).   
Brand attitude is defined as consumers’ overall evaluation of the brand, i.e., in terms 
of favorability and likeability (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Keller, 2003). It is well documented 
that both cognitive (e.g., good or bad) and affective (e.g., liking) attitudes can be transferred 
between related brands (Aaker & Keller, 1990; Bhat & Reddy, 2001). This reflects 
consumers’ tendency to simplify their evaluation task and use a single cue to form 
evaluations, as they think “if the parent brand is good, then the extended brand should be 
good too”, without analyzing the underlying attributes of the extended brand (Cohen, 1982; 
Cohen, Pham, & Andrade, 2005). In other words, consumers’ existing attitudes towards one 
brand are transferred to a related brand due to their close affiliations (Keller, 2003).   
Scholars have observed that cluster customers’ favorable attitudes toward a CB 
increase their acceptance of individual brands in the cluster (Anholt, 2005; Kotler et al., 
2004). This could be because cluster customers often do not have sufficient information to 
assess the IB and need to rely on inferred information to make an IB evaluation.  Given the 
embeddedness of individual firms in the cluster, cluster customers rely on the overall 
performance of the cluster as an indication of the overall performance of individual firms 
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(Kaminski and Zanger, 2009; Lu & Wang, 2010). Without evaluating underlying attributes of 
the IB, this inference or attitude transfer process, is holistic and efficient (Cohen et al., 2005; 
Kaminski and Zanger, 2009). This logic leads to the next hypothesis: 
H2: Cluster customers’ attitudes towards the CB will be positively related to 
their attitudes towards the IB.  
CB to IB Inference Based on Cluster Brand Trust 
Cluster brand trust denotes the cluster customer’s general belief about whether the 
cluster is dependable or can be trusted to deliver whatever is promised  (Morgan et al., 2004; 
Anholt, 2005). Trust in a cluster brand can be derived from a combination of factors, 
including personal experiences, advertising, word of mouth referrals, or a place’s reputation 
(Anholt, 2005; Borghini, Golfetto, & Rinallo, 2006).  For example, in the case of Shaoxing 
Textile Manufacturing Cluster (Shaoxing Cluster) used in this study for empirical testing, 
some industrial buyers had no previous experiences with the cluster, their trust in the cluster 
is thus mostly based on secondary information, such as advertising (Lu & Wang, 2010).   
Brand trust has been conceptualized as a multi-dimensional scale (a first-order factor) 
that includes key dimensions of the brand trust, such as brand competence, brand 
benevolence, brand intention, brand reliability, and cognitive trust and affective trust 
(Delgado-Ballester, 2004; Jarvis, Johnson & Grayson, 2005) . In this study, consistent with 
Lau and Lee (1999), Li et al. (2008), and Luhmann (2000), cluster brand trust is 
operationalized as a global assessment, which is based on a set of general beliefs or overall 
feelings towards the brand itself (a second-order factor). Trust at the global level serves as an 
effective mental shortcut, which reduces the decision-making complexity in situations where 
people have to cope with uncertainty (Delgado-Ballester, 2004). 
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Cluster customers (e.g., industrial buyers)’ decisions regarding an IB are inherently 
risky (Lagos & Courtis, 2008). First, cluster customers often travel from a distance to a 
cluster, and it is common that cluster customers have insufficient information about IBs in 
the cluster. Second, their purchase from the cluster is often in bulk thus with high stakes. 
Therefore, the consequences of a wrong choice are costly (Lu & Wang, 2010).  It is known 
that uncertainty and risk are critical conditions for trust to influence choice and behavior 
(Delgado-Ballester, 2002); therefore, cluster customers’ trust in an IB is a logical component 
in their decision making of the IB. IB trustworthiness can be based on primary information 
sources (Keller, 2003), such as personal experiences with the IB, or information entailed in 
an IB’s promotional materials. Second, studies have shown that trust of a brand can be 
influenced by other objects related to the brand, e.g., a trusted spokesman will increase the 
trust level in the endorsed brand (Elliot & Yannopoulou, 2007). Similarly, cluster customers 
may rely on their trust in the CB to infer the trustworthiness of the IB. Consequently, cluster 
customers’ trust level in the IB is a function of their trust level in the CB. Therefore, the next 
hypothesis is posited: 
H3: Cluster customers’ level of trust in the CB will be positively related to their 
level of trust in the IB.  
Accessibility-Diagnosticity Framework 
 With the explication of the cognitive mechanisms of consumer information 
inferences, there is a subsequent need to understand factors influencing the level of such 
information transfer. In relation to the industrial cluster context, the query is under what 
conditions will cluster customers make more (or less) inferences from the CB to evaluate an 
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IB? In order to answer these questions, the accessibility-diagnosticity framework by Feldman 
and Lynch (1988) is referenced.  
The accessibility-diagnosticity framework (Feldman & Lynch, 1988) assumes that 
individuals will not retrieve all possible information to make a judgment.  Instead, they will 
selectively attend to only a subset of information. A piece of information stored in memory 
selected as an input in a related judgment is a function of (a) the accessibility of the 
information in memory, (b) the accessibility of alternative information, and (c) the relative 
diagnosticity of the information and alternative information (Lynch et al., 1988). 
Accessibility is the degree to which a piece of information can be easily retrieved from 
memory for input into a judgment, and diagnosticity is the degree to which that piece of 
information is relevant for that judgment (Lynch, 2006). The information will be used in a 
specific judgment process if it is accessible and is perceived to be more diagnostic than other 
available information (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).   
Similarity between the Individual Brand (IB) and Cluster Brand (CB) 
According to the accessibility-diagnosticity framework (Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 
1989), when information is more relevant, it is more likely to be used in a judgment or 
evaluation process. When two brands are similar, they appear to be relevant to each other due 
to their likeness.  The information about one brand thus is relevant in inferring the other. 
Accordingly, a higher level of similarity between two brands is likely to induce a higher level 
of inference about the other brand (Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989). Previous studies identify 
two facets associated with similarity: perceived fit and typicality (Bhat & Reddy, 2001).  
Perceived fit denotes consumers’ perceptions of fit between two brands, which can be based 
on (a) the two brands’ product category similarity or (b) the congruence of their brand 
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images. For example, if both brands are from similar product categories and share certain 
brand attributes, they are perceived similar by consumers (Bhat & Reddy, 2001).  In line with 
categorization theories (Loken & Ward, 1987), typicality refers the representativeness of the 
investigated brand (i.e., IB) to the category this brand belongs to (i.e., the CB). The perceived 
typicality of a brand is determined by the resemblance of the brand to other brands in the 
category, i.e., to what extent the IB under investigation resembles other IBs in the CB.   
In order to differentiate and promote itself, an industrial cluster often has a set of 
well-defined characteristics or “points of differentiation.” (Keller, 2002; Lagos & Courtis, 
2008)  For example, Silicon Valley is known for “cutting edge” (Siliconvalley, 2011), 
Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster for “good value and large varieties” (Lu & Wang, 
2010), and San Francisco flower mart for “locally grown” products (SFFM, 2011)  Within a 
given cluster, some individual businesses might match or fit of the cluster features better than 
other businesses. For example, some businesses in San Francisco flower mart sell imported 
flowers, therefore fit less well with the image of the mart (Bhat and Reddy, 2001). From the 
perspective of typicality (Loken & Ward, 1987), the majority of businesses in the San 
Francisco flower mart sell locally grown flowers, therefore, businesses selling imported 
flowers have a low resemblance to other businesses in the mart, accordingly, are untypical to 
the mart.  The above observations suggest that IBs have varying levels of similarity to the 
CB. When the IB is more similar to the CB, the information of the CB is more relevant and 
accessible. Cluster customers may logically draw more inferences from the CB in their 
evaluation of the IB. Thus, the following series of hypotheses are posited: 
H4a: Brand personality inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be higher 
when the IB is more similar to the CB.  
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H4b: Attitude inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be higher when the IB 
is more similar to the CB. 
H4c: Trust inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be higher when the IB is 
more similar to the CB. 
Cluster Customers’ Familiarity with the Cluster Brand (CB)  
 According to the accessibility-diagnosticity framework, information is more likely to 
be used for a certain evaluation when it is easily recalled, or when other “competing” pieces 
of information are less easily recalled (Feldman and Lynch 1988; Lynch et al., 1988).  
Information about the CB can be viewed as competing with information about the IB. When 
a cluster customer is more familiar with the CB, the customer is likely to know more about 
the CB (Keller, 2003). As a result, the CB information is stronger and more accessible to the 
customer, and in turn is more likely to be used in evaluating the IB  (Fazio, 1986). For 
example, Dooley and Bowie (2005) suggest that when a cluster customer has little prior 
knowledge of an IB, the person might pay more attention to the CB information.  
Accordingly, the more the customer’s familiarity with the CB, the more information the 
customer would draw from the CB, including brand attribute, brand attitude, and 
trustworthiness information, suggesting the following set of hypotheses:   
H5a: Brand personality inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be increased 
when cluster customers have a higher familiarity with the CB.  
H5b: Attitude inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be increased when 
cluster customers have a higher familiarity with the CB. 
H5c: Trust inference from the CB to the IB is likely to be increased when cluster 
customers have a higher familiarity with the CB. 
26 
 
 
Reasoned Action Model  
 The preceding sections explicate the underlying process of the CB impact on cluster 
customers’ IB evaluation.  The outcome of such IB evaluations is analyzed here using 
Fishbein’s reasoned action model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Working within a behavioral 
theory framework, Fishbein derives his reasoned action model arguing the process of 
individuals’ attitude formation and change (Bettman, Capon, & Lutz, 1975; Cohen, Fishbein, 
& Ahtola, 1972). The model states that an individual holds many beliefs about any given 
object, such as different attributes, characteristics and other concepts associated with the 
object (Cohen et al., 1972). An individual’s attitude toward any object is a function of (a) to 
what extent the individual believes the object possesses the attribute in question (i.e., belief 
strength), and (b) the individual’s evaluation of the attribute (i.e., judged as good or bad) 
(Bettman et al., 1975; Cohen et al., 1972; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In the consumer context, 
the model further posits that consumer attitudes towards an object will determine their 
behavioral intention towards the object. Behavioral intention refers to a consumer’s intention 
to perform certain behaviors towards a brand, e.g., the intention of purchasing the brand 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  
Cluster Customers’ Brand Attitudes towards CB and IB   
As indicated earlier, this study focuses on a selected brand personality dimension that 
is favorable and salient. Such brand personality indicates consumer beliefs about likable and 
emotional characteristics of the cluster brand, and thus enhances brand image as perceived by 
cluster customers and provides emotional fulfillment to them (Aaker & Fournier, 2004; 
Lagos & Courtis, 2008). As a result, favorable attitudes towards the brand are likely to be 
generated among cluster customers (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In other words, CB brand 
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personality attributes significantly impact cluster customers’ attitudes towards the CB. 
Similar logic can be applied to the IB brand personality and cluster customers’ IB attitudes. 
Therefore, the following hypotheses are posed:  
H6a: Cluster customers’ beliefs about the brand personality attributes of the CB 
will be significantly related to their favorable attitudes toward the CB. 
H6b: Cluster customers’ beliefs about the brand personality attributes of the IB 
will be significantly related to their favorable attitudes toward the IB. 
There is accumulated evidence supporting the notion that brand trust improves 
individuals’ attitudes toward the brand (Taylor & Hunter, 2003; Wu & Yen, 2007). As noted 
earlier, brand trust of the CB is cluster customers’ perceived reliability of the cluster. When a 
cluster customer possesses a high level of trust in the CB, it indicates that he or she has the 
belief and confidence that the CB is trustworthy, competent, or reliable. Therefore, a higher 
trust level in the CB will increase the cluster customer’s favorable attitudes towards the CB. 
Similarly, a higher trust level in the IB will increase the cluster customers’ favorable attitudes 
towards the IB, leading to the following hypotheses:  
H7a: Cluster customers’ level of trust in the CB will be significantly related to 
their favorable attitudes toward the CB. 
H7b: Cluster customers’ level of trust in the IB will be significantly related to 
their favorable attitudes toward the IB. 
The reasoned action model further posits that attitudes toward a brand can be used to 
predict a consumer’s behavior towards that brand (Aaker & Keller, 1990; Cohen et al., 1972; 
Keller, 1993; Mitchell & Oslon, 1981; Mitchell, 1986). One of the most widely recognized 
behavioral intentions is purchase intention, which denotes consumers’ willingness to buy a 
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brand from a company in question (Aaker & Keller, 1990; Oliver & Swan, 1989; Park, 
Hitchon, & Yun, 2004). When cluster customers have positive attitudes towards an 
individual firm brand (the IB), their intention to purchase from the firm increases. Cluster 
customers’ behavioral intentions are also reflected by their intention to recommend the IB to 
other people through word of mouth communication
1
 (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006). It is well 
known that when individuals are satisfied or think highly of a brand, they are likely to praise 
or spread good word of the brand to others (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Westbrook, 1987).  
Findings from the above studies indicate that cluster customers’ attitudes toward the IB will 
influence both their purchase intention and word-of-mouth recommendation of the IB, 
leading to the final set of hypotheses:  
H8: Cluster customers’ attitudes toward the IB will be significantly related to 
their purchase intention toward the IB. 
H9: Cluster customers’ attitudes toward the IB will be significantly related to 
their word of mouth recommendation of the IB. 
Theoretical Model of the CB’s Impact on the IB 
The nine proposed hypotheses related to the impact of the CB on the IB are depicted 
in the theoretical model (Figure 2.2) shown below.  In summary, by drawing inferences from 
the CB to the IB, it is posited that cluster customers’ evaluations of the IB are impacted by 
their perception of the CB. More specifically, inferences between the CB and the IB are 
based on cluster customers’ (a) beliefs about the brand personality of the CB, (b) overall 
attitude towards the CB, and (c) trust in the CB.  Furthermore, the level of inferences is 
                                                          
1
 In addition to its conceptual merit, word of mouth recommendation, as a second dependent variable (DV), is 
added to enrich the proposed research model. 
29 
 
 
moderated by the two factors of similarity between the CB and IB, and cluster customers’ 
familiarity with the CB.   
The model indicates that cluster customers’ attitudes toward the IB are directly 
influenced by their CB attitudes and also indirectly influenced by their beliefs about the CB 
brand personality and their trust in the CB. The indirect impact from the CB on IB is 
moderated by cluster customers’ CB attitudes, perception of IB brand personality, and trust 
in IB, respectively.  Finally, cluster customers’ attitudes toward the IB will determine their 
purchase intentions and word of mouth recommendation of the IB. The survey design and 
statistical methodology for the empirical testing of the model is elaborated in the next 
chapter.  
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Figure 2.2 Proposed theoretical model of the cluster brand’s impact on the individual brand 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
In order to empirically test the model developed in this study, an on-site survey was 
used in combination with an experimental design technique. This approach is similar to the 
procedure adopted in Kim and Forsythe’s (2008) study that developed three separate versions 
of surveys, each of which used the same items but referred to a different shopping tool.  The 
Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster (referred to as the Shaoxing Cluster for the reminder 
of the paper) was used as the site for data collection. Survey participants were industrial 
buyers who purchased textile products from firms in the Shaoxing Cluster. Each participant 
was randomly assigned to evaluate one of the three hypothetical firm brands created for this 
study. Detailed discussion of the data collection procedure, random assignment of 
participants, stimulus brand selections, survey instrument development, proposed methods of 
data analysis, and manipulation check are offered in this chapter.  
Location/Context for Study 
To reiterate, industrial clusters are geographic concentrations of interconnected 
companies, specialized suppliers, service providers, and associated institutions in a particular 
industrial field that are present in a nation or region (Porter, 1990). Extending this concept to 
this study, the Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster is a geographic concentration of 
textile manufacturing firms along with textile-related suppliers, service providers, and 
associated institutions that are presented in Shaoxing County, Zhejiang Province, China.  The 
Shaoxing Cluster is China’s, and arguably the world’s, largest textile manufacturing center.  
The cluster hosts nearly 10,000 textile manufacturing enterprises, offering a complete 
range of clothing, home, and industrial textiles (Shao & Chi, 2011). In 2010, the cluster 
produced 16 billion meters of dyed fabric, accounting for 28 percent of the national total 
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(China Org, 2011). Although most firms in the cluster are engaged in some kind of textile 
manufacturing business, there are firms that are manufacturing non-textile products, such as 
apparel, shoes, or apparel accessories. The presence of these firms could be due to their 
motivation to take advantage of the bountiful textile supply available in the cluster (Lu & 
Wang, 2010). Customers of the Shaoxing Cluster are companies or intermediaries who come 
from China and overseas to purchase textiles in bulk, and then use them in their own 
products or redistribute them to their respective customers (Lu & Wang, 2010).  
Government initiatives have played an important role in the cluster’s development. 
The County of Shaoxing made clear its ambition to establish the cluster as a “global textile 
hub” – the place that offers a variety of inexpensive, good quality, and good value textile 
products (China Org, 2011).  The cluster strives to foster images of “great variety”, 
“advanced technology”, “international”, and “environmentally friendly.”  (Lu & Wang, 2010) 
As a typical industrial cluster with substantial branding efforts by the local 
government (Shaoxing Government,  2011), the Shaoxing Cluster serves as an ideal setting 
for testing the hypotheses developed in this study. In relation to the hypotheses, the cluster 
name (Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster) is equivalent to the cluster brand (CB) and 
individual firm brands within the Shaoxing Cluster are IBs. The success of individual firms’ 
brands (IBs) in the Shaoxing Cluster is influenced by the CB.  By surveying how industrial 
buyers’ perceptions of the Shaoxing Cluster influence their evaluations of a firm brand, the 
proposed hypotheses were tested.  
Sampling Procedure 
In order to strengthen the Shaoxing Cluster and facilitate trade, the Shaoxing county 
government established a textile trade center in 1992 (Shaoxing Goverment, 2011). In the 
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trade center, firms can rent an exhibition booth for displaying their products and company 
information. Every month the trade center receives more than 5,000 visitors who are seeking 
to purchase textiles from firms in the cluster.  Visitors of the trade center served as the 
sample population for this study. Data were collected from trade center visitors through a 
modified mall-intercept approach (Rice & Hancock, 2005). This method is frequently used 
by marketers in which an interviewer at a shopping mall intercepts a sample of those passing 
by to ask if they would be willing to participate in a brief research study (Rice & Hancock, 
2005). In this study, visitors to the trade center were approached and asked if they would be 
willing to participate in the survey developed for the study. In particular, the lounge area in 
the trade center was used as the location for intercepting potential survey participants.  
This approach was based on three considerations. First, the intercept survey at the 
trade center facilitates interviewing industrial buyers, who would otherwise be challenging to 
approach. Second, instead of intercepting visitors who were walking or stopping in booths, 
intercepting visitors in the lounge area caused less interruption and allowed the experimental 
procedure required for this study. Third, given the size of the trade center, visitors usually 
spent a long time in the trade center and were likely to stop at the lounge, which ensured a 
sufficient and representative sample. Although the trade center receives both domestic and 
overseas visitors, this study only focused on domestic customers. A homogeneous pool of 
respondents is desirable in theory testing research because homogeneity allows for more 
exact theoretical predictions and reduces the chance of reaching a false conclusion (Caler, 
Philips, & Tybout, 1981).   
An academic researcher whose native language is Chinese was appointed and trained 
by the author of this dissertation for collecting data in the Shaoxing Cluster. The study 
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purpose, data collection procedure, experimental procedure, and relevant Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) requirements were clearly explained to the researcher. Three graduate 
students, who all had experience conducting surveys, were recruited by the academic 
researcher to assist with survey data collection. The researcher was in charge of training each 
of the surveyors in relation to appropriate data collection procedures. Data collection 
protocol was emphasized with each surveyor in order to maintain consistency regarding 
selecting and interacting with participants. During the actual data collection process, the 
dissertation author closely monitored and exchanged information with the researcher and 
surveyors. Oral agreement of cooperation was obtained from the Shaoxing Cluster 
administration board for this research. The data collection was conducted during a one month 
period from February 1
st
, 2012 to March 1
st
, 2012. 
Research Design 
Instead of surveying real firm brands in the Shaoxing Cluster, survey participants 
evaluated three hypothetical firm brands: two described as being in the Shaoxing Cluster and 
one as not. The first two brands, referred to as IBcotton   and IBno-cluster, were both cotton fabric 
manufacturing firms.  IBcotton was located in the cluster and IBno-cluster was not.  Since the two 
brands were largely the same except for the one variable of their respective association or 
non-association with the CB, differences in participants’ evaluations of these two brands 
could only be attributed to CB impact. Therefore, the causal effect of the CB on the IB could 
be verified, i.e., if participants’ brand personality perception of, trust level in, and attitudes 
towards IBcotton were significantly different from those of IBno-cluster, it could be argued that 
the CB has a significant impact on cluster customers’ evaluations of IBs.   
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The third fictitious brand, referred to as IBshoe
2
, was also located in the cluster.  IBshoe 
was similar to IBcotton except it was a manufacturer of leather shoes rather than cotton fabrics.  
Given this brand manipulation, the only variable between IBcotton and IBshoe   was level of 
similarity to the cluster, i.e., IBcotton was more similar to the cluster than IBshoe because the 
cluster’s claimed focus is textile products. The brand manipulations are summarized in Table 
3.1 below.  
 
Table 3.1 Summary of stimulus brands used for hypothesis testing 
IB 
stimulus  
Responden
t 
Description  Survey 
questions  
IBcotton Group 1 Cotton fabric manufacturer from the cluster IBcotto  &  CB 
IBno-cluster Group 2 Same cotton manufacturer as IBcotton, but not from the 
cluster 
IBno-cluster only 
IBshoe 
 
Group 3 Similar to IBcotton and from the cluster, but 
manufacturing leather shoes  
*Therefore, IBcotton and IBshoe have different levels of 
similarities to the CB 
IBshoe &  CB 
 
 
Compared to surveying real firm brands, the methodology adopted in this study had a 
significant advantage. In the context of place branding, although the impact from the CB on 
IBs is most frequently observed, it is argued that the IB is likely to have an impact on the CB 
too (Mihailovich, 2006). Therefore, a mere correlation between the CB and the IB is 
                                                          
2
  In the dissertation proposal stage, a fur apparel manufacturing firm was proposed as the third fictitious brand. 
However, the pretest result suggested that IBshoe as discussed here was a more appropriate choice for the 
empirical testing in this study. This was to induce a greater gap between the similarity levels of the two 
companies to the Shaoxing Cluster. 
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inadequate to verify the directionality of the impact from the CB to the IB. In other words, 
although a significant correlation can be identified between the CB and the IB, there is no 
sufficient statistical evidence suggesting that one causes the other (Muthén & Muthén, 1998).  
By creating and comparing two hypothetical brands, IBcotton and IBno-cluster, the causal effect of 
the CB could be determined.   
Stimulus Brand Development  
A preliminary color flyer was developed containing information of each IB 
(Appendix A). It contained information about the IB such as its year of establishment, main 
products, manufacturing machinery, company strength, and contact information. Each IB was 
created based on the criteria that: (a) it could potentially generate a positive brand image, (b) 
its image matched a company at the average level for the industry, e.g., in terms of size, 
production, and market performance., and (c) the name of each IB was carefully selected in 
such a way that there was no name duplication with existing firms in the cluster. Several 
pictures were included in the IB flyer to complement word descriptions.  
Next, two pretests were employed to further develop the flyers. The purpose of the 
first pretest was to identify the most salient (i.e., the highest mean score) and favorable brand 
personality dimension of the Shaoxing Cluster brand.  Based on Aaker’s (1997) 15-item 
brand personality scale, a questionnaire was administrated to 30 industrial buyers in the trade 
center in the Shaoxing Cluster using intercept methods. Respondents indicated to what extent 
they agreed that the Shaoxing Cluster had a particular brand personality trait.  Based on the 
finding of the pretest, each IB flyer was modified so that the identified personality dimension 
appeared as low in the IB. This was to ensure a more detectable brand personality transfer 
from the CB to IB. The desired brand personality of the IB was achieved by changing IB 
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flyer such as logo, brand name, slogan, printed description, and flyer design (e.g., color and 
layout). Samples of the final IB flyers are attached as Appendix C.  
 After modifying each IB flyers and their final designs were determined, a second 
pretest was conducted as a manipulation check of the stimulus brands presented in the final 
IB flyers. This was to ensure: (a) the stimulus brand names were not repeated or confused 
with any well-known brands in the cluster; (b) IBcotton and IBshoe were significantly different 
in the levels of their similarity to the CB; (c) IBcotton and IBshoe had similar ratings on attitude, 
brand personality, and trust; and (d) IBcotton and IBshoe were low in the brand personality 
dimension.  
For the second pretest, data were collected from 60 respondents similar to those in the 
final data collection using intercept methods. Each respondent was given the flyer of either 
IBcotton or IBshoe, thus each IB was evaluated by 30 respondents.  Two sets of questionnaires 
were prepared corresponding to each IB. Each questionnaire contained items capturing the 
constructs of similarity between the IB and the Shaoxing Cluster, IB competence, IB attitude, 
IB trust, IB purchase intention, and word-of-mouth (WOM) recommendation of the IB.  
Existing scales of trust, similarity, familiarity, and brand attitude were employed for this 
pretest (Appendix B). For the pretest, Shaoxing Cluster information was removed from the 
flyer of IBcotton and IBshoe, so that respondents’ evaluation of IBcotton and IBshoe would not be 
influenced by their perception of the Shaoxing Cluster. The results of the pretests were 
discussed in Chapter Four. 
Experimental Procedure 
Three versions of the survey were prepared; one for each hypothetical IB. 
Respondents were randomly assigned to take only one version of the survey (Appendix D).   
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In order to ensure a random sample (Lohr, 1999), every visitor who entered the lounge area 
was intercepted and assigned to take the survey IBcotton, IBno-cluster, or IBshoe in sequence
3
. Two 
screening questions were placed at the beginning of the survey to select qualified 
participants: (a) “The purpose of your visit here is for purchasing some type of textile 
product?”, and (b) “Have you heard of this brand of textile product?” Only those subjects 
whose answers to the first question were YES and to the second question were No were 
asked to continue the survey. In the event that a visitor refused or disqualified to take the 
survey for an IB that was next in order, the next available subject was assigned to the same 
IB.  
Questionnaire Design 
 A pencil-and-paper questionnaire was prepared and used in the intercept survey at the 
trade center in the cluster. The survey consisted of sections containing items to capture the 
dependent variables (DVs), independent variables (IVs), moderators proposed in the model 
(See Figure 2.2), and demographic information. An IV is defined as a variable whose 
variation is assumed to be causally independent from other variables in the model under 
investigation (Pedhazur, 1997).  In this study, IVs included: cluster customers’ beliefs about 
the brand personality attributes of the CB, cluster customers’ level of trust in the CB, and 
cluster customers’ attitudes towards the CB.  
A DV is a variable whose variability is explained by IVs and other variables within 
the model (Pedhazur, 1997).  In this study, IVs included: cluster customers’ beliefs about the 
brand personality attributes of the IB, cluster customers’ level of trust in the IB, cluster 
                                                          
3
 Since the goal was to have 200 surveys for each IB, this procedure was only employed for collecting the first 
200 surveys for each IB. After the first 600 surveys were collected, the data collection continued until the 
designated deadline of data collection. In this way, the final sample was enriched without minimizing the 
control.  
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customers’ attitudes towards the IB, cluster customers’ intention to purchase the IB, and 
cluster customers’ intention of word-of-mouth recommendation of the IB. If the relationship 
between two variables (e.g., an IV and DV) varies as a function of a third variable, this third 
variable is termed a moderator (Pedhazur, 1997). In this study, moderators included: CB and 
IB similarity, cluster customers’ familiarity with the CB.  
The survey for IBcotton and IBshoe included questions related to both the CB and the 
respective IB. The survey for IBno-cluster only contained questions related to the IB, without 
any CB questions. A cover letter (See Appendix D) explained the purpose of the study to 
respondents. For the IBcotton and IBshoe survey, the purpose was described as to understand 
cluster customers’ perceptions about the cluster and its brands, so as to better serve cluster 
customers in the future. For the IBno-cluster survey, the study’s purpose was to identify their 
perceptions about the IB. By replacing IBcotton in the IBcotton questionnaire to IBshoe, the 
respective survey for IBshoe was created.  
Since the measures used in this study were adapted from scales developed for 
contexts other than business clusters, the pretest used in the experimental manipulation check 
was also used for conducting preliminary analysis and to clarify for the measures.  Based 
upon the results of the pretest and comments from the participants, necessary modifications 
were made in the survey instrument prior to data collection. A sample survey for each IB is 
attached as Appendix D.  
Measures 
Measures of each construct in the model are discussed in this section. Briefly, the 
measurement of cluster customers’ belief about the brand personality attributes were based 
on the aforementioned pretests, and the remaining model constructs (trust, familiarity, 
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similarity, attitude, purchase intention, word-of-mouth recommendation intention) were 
measured by modifying existing scales. For a given construct in this study, items for different 
measures were sought and combined when appropriate for improving measurement 
reliability. All selected items were then adapted to fit the Shaoxing Cluster context of this 
study. To mitigate respondents’ difficulties in comprehending the abstract concept of a 
cluster brand, respondents instead were asked their opinion of the cluster in general. 
Appendix B lists all of the measures used in this study.  
Beliefs about the Brand Personality Attributes  
 Beliefs about the brand personality attributes of the brand indicate the extent to which 
a cluster customer believes that the cluster possesses the attributes of a particular brand 
personality dimension. Beliefs about the brand personality attributes of the cluster brand 
were measured based on the attribute-set obtained from the first pretest discussed earlier. 
Similar approaches for obtaining brand attribute beliefs were employed in Aaker and Keller’s 
(1990) and Echtner and Ritchie’s (2003) study.  Respondents answered the following 
questions on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from not agree at all (1) to strongly 
agree (7): “Do you agree that the cluster is (brand attribute X)?”  The scores for all attributes 
were summed and then averaged to derive an overall score for an individual respondent. By 
replacing “the cluster” with “this firm brands”, beliefs about the central attributes of the firm 
brands were obtained.  
Trust 
 Trust denotes cluster customers’ global assessment or overall evaluation that whether 
the cluster can be trusted to deliver whatever is promised.  Brand trust is operationalized as a 
first-order construct (i.e., a scale including dimensions underlying trust) or a second-order 
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construct (a scale based on a set of general beliefs about the brand itself) (Delgado-Ballester, 
2002; Li et al 2008).  Similar to constructs of affects or overall attitudes (Cohen, 1982; Aaker 
& Keller, 1990), a second-order brand trust construct is a global assessment and conceived as 
a higher abstraction relative to various dimensions underlying the construct (Lau & Lee, 
1999). 
Lau and Lee (1999) measured second-order brand trust by asking questions 
ascertaining respondents’ general belief of the brand. Satisfactory reliability was reported 
with a coefficient alpha of 0.93. By adapting items from Lau and Lee’s (1999) and Li et al.’s 
(2008) study, trust in the Shaoxing Cluster brand were measured by four statements: (a) the 
Shaoxing Cluster cannot be counted on to do its job, (b) I feel I can trust this firm brand 
completely, (c) I cannot rely on the Shaoxing Cluster, and (d) I feel secure when I utilize the 
Shaoxing Cluster because I know it will not let me down. Each statement was answered on a 
Seven-point Likert type scale ranging from not agree at all (1) to strongly agree (7). By 
replacing “the Shaoxing Cluster” with “this firm brand”, cluster customers’ trust in the firm 
brand were obtained. 
Similarity between the CB and the IB 
 Similarity between the IB and CB indicates how well an IB represents the cluster. 
Similarity in this study denotes the perceived image fit between the IB and the cluster, or 
how typical the IB is to the cluster.  Loken and Ward (1987) developed a typicality measure 
of three items anchored at “a very good/bad example”, “typical/atypical”, and 
“representative/unrepresentative”.  The authors reported a satisfactory coefficient alpha of 
.82. Accordingly, this study measured similarity by employing the three items from Loken 
and Wards’s (1987) typicality measure plus the one item from Bhat and Reddy’s (2001) 
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perceived fit measure, which asked respondents that to what extent “the IB is similar to the 
Shaoxing Cluster brand”. Each statement was answered on a Seven-point Likert type scale 
ranging from not agree at all (1) to strongly agree (7). 
Familiarity  
A three-item scale from Mieres et al.’s (2006) study was employed to measure cluster 
customers’ familiarity with the Shaoxing Cluster brand.  High coefficient alpha were 
reported (.91-.94) by the authors. Respondents were asked to answer the three statements of 
“I am (familiar, experienced, knowledgeable) with the cluster”. In addition, a fourth item 
from Ha and Perk’s (2001) familiarity measure (i.e., I am always aware of the Shaoxing 
Cluster) was added to improve the reliability of the construct (Aaker & Keller, 1990).  
Seven-point Likert type scales were used ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (7).  
Attitudes  
 In line with other attitude related studies (Bhat & Reddy, 2001; Holbrook & Batra, 
1987), affective attitude toward the brand was construed as the feeling of liking and 
favorability toward the brand. Attitude measure in this study was based on four items from 
Holbrook and Batra’s (1987) study ascertaining whether respondents (a) like the brand, (b) 
think positively of the brand, (c) think favorably of the brand, and (d) think the brand as 
good. A high coefficient alpha (.98) was reported for the construct (Holbrook & Batra, 1987). 
Seven-point Likert type scales were used ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (7).   
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Purchase Intention 
To measure cluster customers’ purchase intention of an IB, the three-item purchase 
intention measure originating from Oliver and Swan (1989)  that has demonstrated high 
coefficient alpha scores (.92 to .95) were adapted for use in this study. An additional item 
from Park, Hitchon, & Yun (2004) was incorporated to Oliver and Swan’s (1989) measure. 
Accordingly, participants indicated their responses to four questions: (a) I will probably 
purchase from this firm, (b) it is possible that I will purchase from this firm, (c) it is unlikely 
that I will purchase from this firm, and (d) I intend to purchase from this firm. Seven-point 
Likert-type scales ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) were used.  
Word-of-mouth Recommendation Intention 
Word-of-mouth recommendation intention refers to cluster customers’ willingness to 
praise or spread good word of the IB to others (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006). The four-item 
word-of-mouth recommendation measure used by Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) was adapted for 
the present study. The measure had a high coefficient score of 0.92 (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006) 
and consisted of the following four items: (a) I would recommend this firm brand to a lot of 
people, (b) I would ‘talk up’ this firm brand to people I know, (c) I would try to spread good 
word about this firm brand, and (d) I would give this brand tons of positive word-of-mouth 
advertising. Seven-point Likert-type scales ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (7) were used.  
Demographic Information 
Respondents’ personal information was obtained from various items concerning 
demographic characteristics.  Respondents were asked to check self-descriptive categories 
about gender, age, level of education, frequency of visiting the cluster, originate location, 
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business type, the main procurement channel, and their information source of the Shaoxing 
Cluster (see Section IV of Appendix D). 
Back Translation of Instrument 
 The questionnaire was first developed in English then translated into Chinese. A back 
translation (Douglas & Craig, 2007) technique was used to ensure the accuracy of translation. 
The first English version of the questionnaire and consent form was translated into Chinese 
by a bilingual scholar, then the Chinese version was back-translated by a second bilingual 
scholar into English, after this,  a second version of the English questionnaire was translated 
back into Chinese by a third bilingual scholar. The final Chinese version was determined, 
based on all three scholars’ agreements and discussion through an internet-facilitated 
conference call. This approach allowed for identifying issues that might arise by noting the 
discrepancies between the original version of the survey instrument and the translated version 
(Douglas & Craig, 2007).   
Approval of Human Subjects Use 
Prior to data collection, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) procedure established at 
Iowa State University was followed. Given low risks or discomfort associated with the study, 
the IRB exemption was requested by the author and it was subsequently approved by the IBR 
Board.  The IRB exemption letter for the present study is attached as Appendix E. Although 
the IRB was exempted, voluntary participation and confidentiality of the data was still 
followed during the data collection procedure.  
Data Analysis Procedures 
Data analysis was conducted in two stages, including preliminary analysis and 
hypothesis testing. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 18.0 was 
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used to conduct preliminary analysis of frequencies, chi-square, Pearson correlation, 
reliability, regression, and factor analysis. 
Next, the statistical approach of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was employed for 
verifying the casual effect from the CB on the IB. More specifically, the differences in 
IBcotton and IBno-cluster respondents’ IB evaluations were tested using ANOVA. SPSS was used 
as the statistical software for ANOVA.  
 In the next step, a structural equation model (SEM) was employed for accessing the 
model developed in this study, using combined respondent groups of IBcotton and IBshoe. 
Finally, a multiple-group SEM was then performed for evaluating the moderating effect of 
CB and IB similarity and CB familiarity construct. SEMs were conducted using Mplus 
version 6 statistical software (Muthén & Muthén, 2000).  
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
This chapter reports statistical results of the study including pretests, demographic 
characteristics of the sample, descriptive statistics of research variables, manipulation checks, 
causal effect verification, and hypothesis tests. It is important to note that due to Chinese 
language conventions, i.e., that typically progress in an ascending order from low (disagree) 
to high (agree), all items in the Chinese survey used anchor points of “1= strongly disagree”, 
and “7= strongly agree.” The interpretation in this chapter follows this coding system. For 
example, a higher mean score indicates that respondents have a stronger belief about the 
relevant statement (item).   
Pretesting of Instrument 
Pretest One (CB Brand Personality Dimension)  
Two pretests were conducted preceding the final data collection. The first pretest was 
to determine the salient personality dimension of the Shaoxing Cluster brand to be used in 
the final survey. Pretest results showed that the personality dimension of competence had the 
highest mean score (5.37), which indicated that industrial buyers considered the Shaoxing 
Cluster as primarily characterized by competence as compared to other brand personality 
dimensions (Table 4.1). Therefore, the personality dimension of competence was selected as 
the focus of this study. Since this study only focused on the competence dimension of the 
brand personality, competence and brand personality are used interchangeably for the 
remainder of the study.   
In light of the identified brand personality dimension of competence, the initial 
designs of the three stimulus brands (Appendix A) were modified so that the brands appeared 
to be not highly competent (Appendix C). For example, the company slogan of “Your 
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Satisfaction is Our Commitment” in the initial designs was removed. In addition, after 
consulting local industry experts, the initially proposed hypothetical fur apparel 
manufacturing company was replaced by leather shoe manufacturing company, referring to 
IBshoe. This was to induce a greater gap between the similarity levels of the two companies to 
the Shaoxing Cluster. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pretest Two (Experimental Manipulation Check) 
 A second pretest was conducted to determine the effectiveness of the experimental 
manipulations in relation to IBcotton and IBshoe.  ANOVA was used to determine whether there 
were significant differences in the respondents’ IBcotton and IBshoe evaluations. Results 
showed that the similarity level between IBcotton and the Shaoxing Cluster was significantly 
higher than the similarity level between IBshoe and the Shaoxing Cluster (F(1,58) = 9.00, p ≤ 
0.01). The competence score for the Shaoxing Cluster was significantly higher than that for 
IBcotton (F(1,58) = 7.93, p ≤ 0.01) and for IBshoe (F(1,58) = 5.79, p ≤ 0.01). Furthermore, IBcotton 
and IBshoe had no significant differences in competence, brand attitudes, and brand trust. This 
series of results indicated successful stimulus brand manipulations.    
Table 4.1 Means of each brand personality dimension of the Shaoxing Cluster (n=33) 
Personality Dimension Mean S.D 
sincerity 5.0076 1.05787 
excitement 5.1288 1.10241 
competence 5.3737 .87304 
sophistication 4.9848 1.16917 
ruggedness 5.1515 1.32574 
 
48 
 
 
Pretests were also conducted because the measures used in this study were developed 
in contexts other than industrial clusters. Thus, the aforementioned pretest reused as a 
preliminary evaluation of measure performance and to access the clarity of the measures of 
this study. These measures included: IB trust, IB brand attitudes, similarity between the IB 
and the CB, CB brand familiarity, IB purchase intention, and IB WOM intention. All of these 
measures yielded Cronbach alpha scores of greater than 0.70, which was considered an 
acceptable benchmark for determining the internal reliability of scale items (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994). The pretest respondents indicated that two reverse-worded items (i.e., the 
Shaoxing Cluster cannot be counted on to do its job; I cannot rely on the Shaoxing Cluster) 
in the IB trust construct were confusing.  These two questions thus were reworded using a 
positive connotation. Samples of the final surveys employed in this study are attached as 
Appendix D. Next, results based on the final data collection were reported.  
Preliminary Examinations of Data 
Sample Demographics   
A total of 750 industrial buyers at the trade center of the Shaoxing Cluster completed 
the survey. Only three missing cases were found (0.03%) and removed from the study. This 
resulted in a valid sample size of 747, with 294 for each of the following respondent groups: 
IBcotton (39.4%), 240 for IBnon-cluster (32.1%), and 213 for IBshoe (28.5%).  There are two 
reasons for the high survey usable rate (99.7%).  First, the survey was relatively short, e.g., 
only one back and front page.  Second, the surveyors of the study were carefully trained in 
the intercept technique and familiarized with the survey instrument and purpose of the study 
by the researcher. These steps ensured consistency of the survey procedure and facilitated the 
data collection process. 
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Demographic profiles of the sample are summarized in Table 4.2.  Fifty two percent 
of the respondents were female and 48.0% were male. The age of respondents ranged from 
21 to over 55 years, with the majority between 34 and 46 years of age (50.9%). Most 
respondents indicated high school as their highest education level (40.7%), followed by 
undergraduate level (25.9%). Nearly one third of the respondents indicated “other” as their 
highest education level (29.7%). This could be due to that two other educational levels were 
not listed as optional answers in the question: three year college degree, and primary school 
degree
4
.   
Nearly 60% of the respondents visited the Shaoxing Cluster frequently, i.e., at least 
once per month.  The majority of the respondents (74.1%) were from Zhejiang Province, 
where the Shaoxing Cluster is located. The respondents varied in their business fields, with 
23.7% in manufacturing, 26.1% in textile retailing and 26.6% in intermediaries. For 
respondents who chose “other” as their business type (23.6%), possibilities would be that 
they were engaged in fashion retailing business or textile wholesales. The majority of 
respondents (56.2%) indicated that the Shaoxing Cluster was the main source of their textile 
product purchasing.  Most respondents learned about the cluster from friends (30.4%), 
followed by the Internet (18.3%), newspaper/TV (10.7%), and industrial organizations 
(6.0%). 12.6% of the respondents indicated that they learned about the Shaoxing Cluster 
through more than one channel.   
                                                          
4
 Equivalent to the sixth-grade level in the US (i.e., before junior high school).  
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Table 4.2 Demographic characteristics of the overall sample and individual respondent group 
 
Demographic characteristics     (n=747)   
 Frequency Percent 
Gender   
            Female 391 52.3 
 Male 356 47.7 
Age   
           21-26 154 20.6 
27-33 146 19.5 
34-40 224 30.0 
41-46 156 20.9 
47-55 58 7.8 
>55 9 1.1 
Education    
High school 305 40.7 
Undergraduate 193 25.9 
Graduate 27 3.6 
Other  222 29.7 
Frequency of cluster visits    
Once a week 134 17.9 
Once every 15 days 185 24.8 
Once a month 142 19.0 
Once a year 114 15.3 
Rarely 102 13.7 
Other 69 9.3 
Whether from Zhejiang province   
Yes 554 74.1 
No 193 25.8 
Type of Business   
Manufacturing 177 23.7 
Textile retailing 195 26.1 
Intermediaries  199 26.6 
Other 176 23.6 
The cluster as the main textile purchasing source    
Yes 422 56.2 
No 325 43.5 
Channel of learning about the cluster   
Internet 137 18.3 
Newspaper/TV advertising 80 10.7 
Industrial organizations 45 6.0 
Friends 227 30.4 
Multi-channels  94 12.6 
Other  164 22.0 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis for Model Constructs 
Factor analysis is a technique that allows for reduction of a data set with a large 
number of variables to one with a smaller and more meaningful number of factors (Brown, 
2006). In order to determine the underlying dimensions of multi-item measurements used in 
this study, principal components analysis with varimax rotation was performed for each 
construct in the analysis. For the construct of CB competence, CB brand trust, CB brand 
attitudes, CB brand familiarity, and similarity between IB and CB,  the factor analysis was 
based on the combined sample of the IBcotton and IBshoe respondent groups (combined n=507). 
For the construct of IB competence, IB trust, IB attitudes, similarity level between IB and 
CB, IB purchase intention, and IB WOM intention, the factor analysis was based on the 
combined sample of all three IB respondent groups (combined n=747).   
Minimum eigenvalues of 1.0 were used to determine the number of factors for each 
scale. Factor loading above .55 and not higher than .30 on other factors (Kline, 1998) was 
used to determine inclusion of items in the factors.  Internal consistency of multiple 
indicators was examined using Cronbach’s standardized alpha.  A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70 
was considered an acceptable benchmark for determining the internal reliability of scale 
items (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
Table 4.3 presents the results of factor analysis for each construct. For the construct 
of CB competence, a single factor measure was revealed for the three IB competence items. 
These three items generated an acceptable Cronbach alpha of 0.70 and explained 63.80% of 
the variance in IB competence. 
For the four items of CB trust, a single factor measure was revealed.  Removing the 
first item improved the factor internal reliability from a Cronbach alpha of 0.69 to 0.72. 
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Therefore it was excluded from further analysis. The remaining three items accounted for 
63.99% of the variance in CB trust.  
The four CB attitudes items, four CB familiarity items, and four similarity items all 
resulted in a single factor measure, accounting for 60.03%, 70.04%, and 81.49% of the 
variance in the respective constructs. A Cronbach alpha of 0.78, 0.86, and 0.92 was obtained 
for the measure of CB attitudes measure, familiarity, and similarity, respectively.  
For the construct of CB competence, the three items revealed a single factor measure, 
which explained 81.82% of the variance in CB competence and generated a good Cronbach 
alpha of 0.88. The four IB trust items and four IB attitudes items both generated a single 
factor measure, explaining 71.59 and 80.06% of the variance in IB attitudes. A Cronbach 
alpha of 0.87 and 0.92 was obtained for the measure of IB trust and IB attitudes, respectively.  
For factor analysis of the four IB purchase intention items, a single factor measure 
was obtained. The third item was worded negatively and had a low factor loading (0.51). 
Further examination of response patterns in the survey showed that most respondents rated 
the negative item (i.e., the third item) in the opposite direction of the positive items (e.g., a 
respondent rated low on the negative item also rated high on positive items). This 
observation provides no clear evidence of item bias, such as non-attending behaviors or 
response set behaviors (Barnette, 2000). This further suggests that the low factor loading of 
the third item was unlikely due to item bias, but rather reflects its inadequacy in measuring 
IB purchase intention. Therefore, the third item in the IB purchase intention construct was 
excluded from further analysis. Removing the item increased the measure reliability from a 
Cronbach alpha of 0.74 to 0.81. The remaining three items accounted for 73.01% of the 
variance in IB purchase intention. Lastly, the four IB WOM intention items revealed a single 
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factor measure, which explained 83.30% of the variance in IB WOM intention and acquired 
an excellent Cronbach alpha of 0.93.  
 
 
  
Table 4.3 Factor analysis results for multi-item variables of the proposed model 
Research 
Constructs 
Items  Factor           
Loading 
CB competence  Reliable 0.82 
(n=507)  Intelligent 0.80 
  Successful  0.76 
Cronbach alpha = 0.70 
Percent of variance explained = 63.80% 
 
CB trust  The cluster can be counted on to do its job* 0.55 
(n=507)  I feel that I can trust the cluster completely 0.80 
  I can rely on the cluster 0.80 
  I feel secure when I utilize the cluster because I 
know it will not let me down 
0.72 
Cronbach alpha = 0.72 
Percent of variance explained = 63.99% 
 
CB attitude  I like the cluster  0.76 
(n=507)  I think positively of the cluster 0.79 
  I think favorably of the cluster  0.81 
  I think this cluster is good 0.74 
Cronbach alpha = 0.78 
Percent of variance explained = 60.03% 
 
CB familiarity 
(n=507) 
 I am familiar with the cluster 
 I am experienced with the cluster 
0.83 
0.88 
  I am knowledgeable about the cluster  0.88 
  I am always aware of the cluster 0.75 
Cronbach alpha = 0.86 
Percent of variance explained = 70.04% 
 
Similarity between 
IB and CB 
 A good example of those brands in the Shaoxing 
Cluster 
0.92 
(n=507)  Typical of those brands in the Shaoxing Cluster 0.92 
  Representative of those brands in the Shaoxing 
Cluster 
0.91 
  Similar to those brands in the Shaoxing Cluster 0.87 
Cronbach alpha = 0.92 
Percent of variance explained = 81.49% 
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 Table 4.3 (Continued) 
Research 
Constructs 
  Items  Factor                   
Loading 
IB 
competence 
 Reliable 0.90 
(n=747)  Intelligent         0.91 
  Successful          0.90 
Cronbach alpha = 0.88 
Percent of variance explained = 81.12% 
 
 
IB trust  This firm brand can be counted on to do its job 0.79 
(n=747)  I feel that I can trust this firm brand completely 0.87 
  I can rely on this firm brand 0.88 
  I feel secure when I utilize this firm brand because I 
know it will not let me down 
0.85 
Cronbach alpha = 0.87 
Percent of variance explained = 71.59 
 
IB attitude  I like this firm brand 0.88 
(n=747)  I think positively of this firm brand 0.90 
  I think favorably of this firm brand 0.91 
  I think this firm brand is good 0.90 
Cronbach alpha = 0.92 
Percent of variance explained = 80.06% 
IB purchase 
intention 
(n=747) 
 I probably will purchase from this firm 
 It is possible that I will purchase from this firm  
  0.89 
  0.87 
  It is unlikely that I will purchase from this firm*   0.51 
  I intend to purchase from this firm   0.75 
Cronbach alpha = 0.81 
Percent of variance explained = 73.01% 
 
IB WOM 
intention 
 I would recommend this firm brand to a lot of people  0.79 
(n=747)  I would ‘talk up’ this brand to people I know  0.87 
  I would try to spread good words about this brand 0.88 
  I would give this brand positive word-of-mouth 
advertising 
0.85 
Cronbach alpha = 0.93 
Percent of variance explained = 83.30% 
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Overall Sample and Individual Respondent Group Mean Scores for Model Constructs  
 Descriptive statistics such as means and standard deviations of model constructs are 
summarized in Table 4.4. These constructs include CB competence, CB trust, CB attitudes, 
CB familiarity, IB competence, IB trust, IB attitudes, similarity level between CB and IB, IB 
purchase intention, and IB WOM intention.  Table 4.4 lists relevant statistics for the overall 
sample and separate IB groups. As a reminder, the IBnon-cluster survey did not include CB 
related questions. Therefore, no data were available for CB related constructs for this 
respondent group. All scores are based on 7-point scales ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree).  
 The respondents assigned to the IBcotton survey and the IBshoe survey had significantly 
different scores on the similarity level between CB and IB (F(1,505) = 247.65, p ≤ 0.01). This 
verifies that the experimental manipulation related to the similarity construct was successful. 
Furthermore, ANOVA analysis revealed that the respondents of IBcotton and IBshoe had similar 
overall perceptions of the Shaoxing Cluster. For example, the two groups are not 
significantly different in their perceptions of the Shaoxing Cluster competence (F(1,505) = 
3.262, p > 0.05), their levels of trust in the Shaoxing Cluster (F(1,505) = 0.032, p > 0.1), and 
their attitudes towards the Shaoxing Cluster (F(1,505) = 1.394, p > 0.1).  This verifies that the 
experimental manipulation related to IBcotton and IBshoe were appropriate. Finally, the IBcotton 
and IBshoe respondents had similar levels of familiarity with the Shaoxing Cluster (F(1,505) = 
0.032, p > 0.1), which is desirable for obtaining representative samples.  
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Table 4.4 Items of the measurement scales for research variables 
Constructs 
 Items  
Overall 
(n=507) 
(n=747) 
IBcotton 
(n=294) 
IBnon-cluster* 
(n=240) 
IBshoe 
(n=213) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
CB competence 5.35 0.74 5.40 0.73 - - 5.28 0.75 
 Reliable  5.21 0.87 5.24 0.84 - - 5.20 0.90 
 Intelligent 5.42 0.92 5.49 0.90 - - 5.33 0.95 
 Successful  5.39 1.00 5.46 0.97 - - 5.30 1.04 
 
CB trust 5.08 0.81 5.09 0.83 - - 5.07 0.78 
 I feel that I can trust the cluster 
completely 
5.07 1.04 5.07 1.07 - - 5.05 1.00 
 I can rely on the cluster 5.13 0.96 5.11 0.94 - - 5.15 0.99 
 I feel secure when I utilize the 
cluster because I know it will 
not let me down 
 
5.05 1.03 5.07 1.00 - - 5.01 1.07 
CB attitude 5.24 0.78 5.27 0.80   5.19 0.76 
 I like the cluster  5.06 1.11 5.05 1.16 - - 5.08 1.05 
 I think positively of the cluster 5.14 1.06 5.18 1.10 - - 5.10 1.01 
 I think favorably of the cluster  5.32 0.95 5.34 0.91 - - 5.29 1.00 
 I think this cluster is good 5.43 0.93 5.53 0.84 - - 5.29 1.01 
 
CB familiarity  4.76 1.21 4.76 1.23   4.77 1.17 
 I am familiar with the cluster  4.78 1.37 4.77 1.38 - - 4.79 1.37 
 I am experienced with the 
cluster  
4.64 1.54 4.64 1.56 - - 4.65 1.52 
 I am knowledgeable about the 
cluster  
4.69 1.45 4.73 1.47 - - 4.64 1.42 
 I am always aware of the 
cluster 
4.94 1.41 4.88 1.47 - - 5.02 1.33 
         
CB and IB similarity  4.64 1.40 5.32 0.78   3.70 1.52 
 A good example of those 
brands in the Shaoxing Cluster 
4.64 1.46 5.23 1.00 - - 3.82 1.60 
 Typical of those brands in the 
Shaoxing Cluster 
4.63 1.54 5.34 1.06 - - 3.65 1.58 
 Representative of those brands 
in the Shaoxing Cluster 
4.75 1.58 5.39 0.99 - - 3.87 1.81 
 Similar to those brands in the 
Shaoxing Cluster 
 
4.54 1.62 5.33 0.99 - - 3.45 1.68 
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Correlations among Research Variables 
 
 
Table 4.4 (continued) 
Constructs 
Items 
Overall 
(n=507) 
(n=747) 
IBcotton 
(n=294) 
IBnon-cluster* 
(n=240) 
IBleather 
(n=213) 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
IB competence 4.62 1.17 5.10 0.88 4.10 1.13 4.53 1.28 
 Reliable 4.62 1.29 5.01 1.00 4.09 1.23 4.66 1.48 
 Intelligent 4.70 1.25 5.21 0.97 4.26 1.29 4.47 1.31 
 Successful  
 
4.55 1.35 5.08 1.05 3.97 1.32 4.46 1.47 
IB trust 4.55 1.14 5.05 0.89 4.05 1.00 4.44 1.32 
 This firm brand can be 
counted on to do its job 
4.88 1.25 5.31 0.99 4.58 1.15 4.64 1.49 
 I feel that I can trust this firm 
brand completely 
4.34 1.44 4.96 1.18 3.54 1.31 4.38 1.48 
 I can rely on this firm brand 4.57 1.33 5.03 1.14 4.19 1.18 4.37 1.51 
 I feel secure when I utilize this 
firm brand because I know it 
will not let me down 
 
4.42 1.38 4.88 1.05 3.90 1.37 4.37 1.57 
IB attitude 4.57 1.22 5.05 0.91 4.20 1.14 4.33 1.44 
 I like this firm brand 4.51 1.35 4.94 1.07 4.18 1.28 4.28 1.59 
 I think positively of this firm 
brand 
4.49 1.38 4.96 1.12 4.08 1.31 4.31 1.59 
 I think favorably of this firm 
brand 
4.60 1.34 5.10 1.05 4.29 1.28 4.25 1.55 
 I think this firm brand is good 
 
4.70 1.36 5.19 1.04 4.30 1.27 4.46 1.64 
IB purchase intention 4.49 1.23 5.09 0.91 3.88 1.03 4.34 1.44 
 I probably will purchase from 
this firm  
4.56 1.42 5.20 1.07 3.96 1.30 4.37 1.62 
 It is possible that I will 
purchase from this firm  
4.79 1.38 5.36 1.13 4.34 1.27 4.50 1.53 
 I intend to purchase from this 
firm 
 
4.11 1.53 4.70 1.19 3.35 1.43 4.15 1.70 
IB WOM intention 4.44 1.30 4.97 1.05 3.95 1.09 4.24 1.55 
 I would recommend this firm 
brand to a lot of people  
4.34 1.45 4.84 1.23 3.85 1.24 4.22 1.71 
 I would ‘talk up’ this brand to 
people  I know   
4.42 1.48 4.98 1.29 3.88 1.20 4.24 1.73 
 I would try to spread good 
words about this brand 
4.49 1.44 5.03 1.16 4.01 1.27 4.28 1.70 
 I would give this brand 
positive word-of-mouth 
advertising 
 
4.49 1.34 5.03 1.11 4.07 1.15 4.22 1.57 
Note: 
* 
CB related questions were not included the IBno-cluster survey, no data thus were available.  
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Correlations among Research Variables 
Pearson correlations were used to examine correlations among the constructs of the 
causal model proposed in this study. The correlation co-efficient shown in Table 4.5 
describes the degree of relationship between two constructs, ranging from -0.01 to 0.74. All 
correlations were significant for hypothesized relationships in this study. More specifically, 
CB competence, CB trust, and CB attitudes were significantly correlated with each other and 
with IB competence, IB trust, and IB attitudes respectively. IB competence, IB trust, and IB 
attitudes were significantly correlated with IB purchase intention and IB WOM intention. 
Significant correlations were also observed among IB competence, IB trust, and IB attitudes.  
Verifying Causal Effects 
 This study posited that there are causal effects from the Shaoxing Cluster brand to 
individual firm brands. For example, industrial buyers’ brand personality perception of, level 
of trust in, and attitudes towards the Shaoxing Cluster brand influence their brand personality 
perception of, level of trust in, and attitudes towards individual firm brands in the Shaoxing 
Cluster (Hypothesis 1, 2 and 3). This section verifies the causality (i.e., directionality of the 
CB’s impact on IBs) described above. As discussed in Chapter 3, two hypothetical firm 
brands of IBcotton and IBnon-cluster were created. IBcotton and IBnon-cluster have the same 
characteristics, except that IBcotton was associated with the Shaoxing Cluster whereas IBnon-
cluster was not. Therefore, any differences in respondents’ evaluation of IBcotton and IBnon-cluster 
would be caused by the Shaoxing Cluster brand.  The proof of such differences thus would 
verify the causal effects from the Shaoxing Cluster brand to individual firm brands in the 
cluster.  
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ANOVA was performed on the respondent group of IBcotton and the respondent group 
of IBnon-cluster, with a total sample size of 534. The ANOVA results showed that respondents 
perceive IBcotton as significantly more competent than IBnon-cluster (F(1,532) = 129.45,  p ≤ 0.01). 
The respondents’ trust level in IBcotton was significantly higher than their trust level in IBnon-
cotton (F(1,532) = 147.93 , p ≤ 0.01). Last, the respondents’ attitudes toward IBcotton were 
significantly higher than the respondents’ attitudes towards IBnon-cluster (F(1,532) = 90.25 , p ≤ 
0.01). These results showed that there were significant differences between the two 
respondent groups’ IB competence perception, IB trust, and IB attitude, thus verifying the 
existence of causal effects of the CB on respondents’ evaluations of the IB.  
It is important to understand the magnitude of the effects from the CB to the IB, also 
referred to as effect size. Assessment of effect size was included in this study for two 
reasons.  First, the sample size in this study was relatively large, which could influence the 
statistical significance test of the causal effects conducted in the preceding step (e.g., with a 
larger sample size, the ANOVA results are more likely to be statistically significant).  
Second, compared to the statistical significance test, the effect size is a more direct indicator 
of the magnitude and meaningfulness of the causal effects analyzed in this study (Cohen, 
1992). For example, Cohen (1992) suggested a measurement of effect size –d (referred to as 
Cohen’s d), which is calculated as the difference between the group means, divided by 
standard deviation of either group. He further suggested a general guideline for interpreting 
the magnitude of an effect as "small, if d = 0.2", "medium, if d = 0.5," and "large, if d =0.8".  
Following this approach, the Cohen’s d for the CB’s effect on respondents’ IB competence 
perception, IB trust, and IB attitudes was calculated as 0.99, 1.06, and 0.87, respectively. 
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These results indicated that the CB has large effect on the IB by influencing respondents’ IB 
competence perception, IB trust, and IB attitudes.  
Hypothesis and Model Testing 
 SEM Procedures  
Structural equation modeling (SEM) techniques were applied for the hypothesis 
testing and model estimation in this study, using Mplus version 6 statistical software.  Before 
proceeding to the SEM tests, key SEM issues applied to this study are discussed below, 
including model specification, sample data, estimation approach, and model fit evaluation.   
Model Specification. Upon the identification of competence as the most salient 
personality dimension for the Shaoxing Cluster brand, the original hypothesized model was 
adjusted. A positive relationship between brand competence and trust was added (for both 
CB and IB). The added relationships are shown as dashed lines in Figure 4.1 below. There is 
abundant research suggesting that brand competence is an antecedent of brand trust. Stated 
alternatively, higher perceived brand competence will increase individuals’ level of trust in 
the brand (Li et al., 2008; Schitmann, 2007).  Therefore, the original model was adjusted as 
aforementioned for all the SEMs in this study. This adjustment is expected as such a 
relationship would not be clear until the dimensionality of the Shaoxing Cluster was 
discovered in the pretest.  
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Sample Data. The data for the SEM tests in this study were based on combined 
samples of the IBcotton respondents and IBshoe respondents, resulting in a total sample size of 
507.  Raw data was used as input for all the SEM analyses. The data set had no missing 
cases.  All exogenous constructs (CB competence) and endogenous constructs (CB trust, CB 
attitude, IB competence, IB trust, IB attitude, IB purchase intention, IB WOM intention) in 
the hypothesized model were specified as latent variables. 
Estimation Method. The most common estimation method used by SEM researchers 
is Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation. This estimation assumes multivariate normality 
(Brown, 2006). Skewness and Kurtosis statistics detected that most indicators of the latent 
variables in this study had non-normality distributions, which violated the key assumption of 
ML.  Consequently, MLR estimator was used for the SEM analyses in this study given its 
robustness to non-normally distributed observed variables (Muthen & Muthen, 2010).    
Model Fit Evaluation.  Following Kline’s (1998) and Brown’s (2006) 
recommendations, a set of goodness-of-fit indices were employed for accessing the model fit 
in the SEM analyses in this study, including (1) the model chi-square, (2) Comparative Fit 
Indices (CFI) and Thuker-Lewis Indices (TLI), (3) the Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), and (4) the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR).  
These overall goodness-of-fit indices provide a global descriptive summary of the ability of 
the model to fit the data. The model chi-square statistic is an absolute measure of model fit. 
CFI evaluates the fit of a user-specified solution in relation to a baseline model. TLI is 
similar to CFI, but compensates for the effect of model complexity. RMSEA measures how 
well the model would fit the population covariance matrix. SRMR can be viewed as the 
average discrepancy between the observed and model predicted correlations.  
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Each of these indices provides different information about the model fit and therefore 
should be accessed and reported concurrently in SEM analyses (Brown, 2006). Furthermore, 
the model chi-square statistic has a noticeable drawback, i.e., a large sample size is likely to 
result in a large chi-square, which in turn leads to model rejection even though the model 
might fit the data sufficiently.  For this reason, other fit indices (i.e., CFI, RMSEA, and 
SRMR) were relied on more heavily in the evaluation of model fit in this study.  Guided by 
suggestions provided in Brown (2005), contentions of acceptable model fit are obtained 
where:  (1) CFI and TLI (≥ .95), (2) RMSEA (90% CI≤ .06), and (3) SRMR (≤ .08). 
Testing the Measurement Model 
 In line with the two-step modeling method suggested by Anderson and Gerbing 
(1988), the hypothesized model in this study was first specified as a CFA measurement 
model. By analyzing the CFA measurement model, whether the measurement component of 
the hypothesized model fit the data was determined. Given an acceptable measurement 
model, the structural component of the hypothesized model was accessed in the second step. 
The two-step modeling method had the advantage of separating measurement issues from the 
estimation of causal effects among constructs (Kline, 1998).   
The CFA measurement model of this study contained one exogenous latent variable 
(CB competence), and seven endogenous latent variables (CB trust, CB attitude, IB 
competence, IB trust, IB attitude, IB purchase intention, IB WOM intention). The 
measurement model contained no double-loading indicators and all measurement error was 
presumed to be uncorrelated. All the latent factors were permitted to be freely correlated. 
Accordingly, the model was over-identified with 322 df.  
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 A significant chi-square was obtained (638.16, df = 322, p ≤ 0.001). Given the 
relatively large sample size in this study which likely resulted in a large chi-square value, 
other overall goodness-of-fit indices were examined subsequently and suggested that the 
measurement model fit the data well (e.g., CFI = .96, TFI = .95, RMSEA = .04 (90% CI = 
.04 to .05), SRMR = .04). Inspection of standardized residuals indicated no localized points 
of ill fit in the solution (e.g., all standardized residuals <3.0). Large modification indices 
were detected (e.g., >10.00).  A large modification index may suggest the need to relax the 
parameter associated with the modification index. However, there is no clear empirical or 
conceptual support for freely estimating the parameters associated with the large 
modification indices identified in this study.  
For example, the modification index for the parameter between the last item of IB 
purchase intention (i.e., intend to purchase the IB) and IB recommendation was 26.66. This 
would suggest that the IB recommendation construct should also be measured by the IB 
purchase intention item indicated above. Yet, existing literature shows that intending to 
purchase an IB is not an underlying dimension of IB recommendation; instead, both IB 
purchase intention and IB recommendation are the outcome of IB attitudes (Carroll & 
Ahuvia, 2006). Therefore, no model modifications were applied to the measurement model. 
Factor loading estimates revealed that the indicators were strongly related to their purported 
latent factors (completely standardized factor loadings range from 0.60 to 0.92) with 
significant levels of p ≤ 0.001). These results are in accordance with the preceding 
preliminary factor analysis.   
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Testing the Structural Model 
The structural model of this study (Figure 2.2) included one exogenous latent variable   
and seven endogenous latent variables. Hypothesized relationships among constructs were 
freely estimated. Accordingly, the model was over-identified with 338 df.  
 A significant chi-square was obtained (738.81, df = 338, p ≤ 0.001), other overall 
goodness-of-fit indices suggested that the measurement model fit the data well, CFI = .95, 
TFI = .94, RMSEA = .05 (90% CI =.04 to .05), SRMR = .07.  Both large standardized 
residual values (>3.0) and modification indices (>10.00) were detected. No model 
modifications were made to the relevant parameters due to a lack of clear empirical or 
conceptual support. For example, the standardized residual for co-variances between the first 
item of CB trust and the third item of IB competence was 4.80. However, there was no clear 
interpretation for a relationship between these two items, thus the parameter was not freed.  
After an adequate fit was determined for the structural model in the preceding step, 
the parameter estimates for the hypothesized relationships among constructs were examined. 
Standardized path coefficients and t-values for each path of the structural model are 
presented in Figure 4.2.  The structural model solution revealed that except for the 
relationship between CB attitudes and IB attitudes, all of the hypothesized relationships in 
the structural model were statistically significant.  The path coefficients ranged from 0.15 to 
0.90.   
 More specifically, Hypothesis 1 posited that CB competence positively affects cluster 
customers’ perception of IB competence. The standardized path coefficient between CB 
competence and IB competence was .26 and statistically significant (t = 4.04, p ≤ 0.001), thus 
supporting this hypothesis. Hypothesis 2, predicting a positive effect of CB attitudes on IB 
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attitudes, was not supported. Hypothesis 3, predicting a positive effect of CB trust on IB 
trust, received statistical support as well (γ = .16, t = 3.42, p ≤ 0.001).  
Hypothesis 5a and 5b, predicting positive effects of CB competence on CB attitudes 
and of IB competence on IB attitudes, received statistical support (γ = .29, t = 4.73, p ≤ 
0.001; γ = .16, t = 1.96, p ≤ 0.05, respectively). Hypotheses 6a and 6b, predicting positive 
effects of CB trust on CB attitudes and IB trust on IB attitudes, were statistically supported (
γ = .49, t = 9.12, p ≤ 0.001; γ = .75, t = 9.51, p ≤ 0.001, respectively). Hypothesis 8 and 
Hypothesis 9, predicting positive effects of IB attitudes on IB purchase intention and IB 
WOM intention, were both statistically supported (γ = .90, t = 42.59, p ≤ 0.001; γ = .84, t 
= 29.29, p ≤ 0.001, respectively). 
Alternative Model Testing   
A fully recursive model which included all possible paths was considered as an 
alternative model. The full recursive model contained one endogenous variable and seven 
exogenous variables. The estimated fully recursive SEM resulted in a significant chi-square 
value (549.30, df = 271, p ≤ 0.001).  Using the log-likelihood based chi-square difference 
calculation method developed by Muthen and Muthen (2010), the drop in chi-square from the 
conceptual model to the recursive model is 108.41 with 16 degree of freedom decrease. The 
χ²/df was about 6.75, a value outside the 1 to 3 range suggested by Kline (1998). Therefore, 
the original conceptual model appears to be more suitable than the fully-recursive model.  
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Testing the Moderating Effects  
Two moderators of CB familiarity and similarity between CB and IB were suggested 
in this study as influencing the relationships between CB competence and IB competence, 
CB trust and IB trust, and CB attitudes and IB attitudes. To test the effectiveness of these 
moderators, a multi-group SEM approach proposed by Kline (1998) was employed.  First, 
each moderator was divided into two groups by the median value of the moderator variable. 
Respondents who scored lower than the median value were assigned to the “low group”, 
whereas those scored higher than the median value were assigned to the “high group”.  
Each moderator variables was then checked for distribution to ensure that the median 
split method resulted in two comparable and sufficiently distanced groups. The frequency 
histograms for both variables were close to bell shapes and generally symmetrical along the 
median values (see Figure 4.3). Moreover, ANOVA tests showed that the low and high 
groups were significantly distinct from each other for both CB familiarity (F(1, 505) = 
776.85, p ≤ 0.001) and similarity between IB and CB (F(1, 505) =1066.19, p ≤ 0.001). These 
results suggest that the low and high groups for each moderator were comparable. 
After determining the group membership for the moderator of CB familiarity and the 
moderator of similarity between CB and IB, their moderating effects were examined using 
multiple-group SEM techniques as discussed next.   
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Moderating Effects of Similarity between CB and IB   
The moderating effect of similarity between CB and IB was tested using a two-step 
procedure. First, a multiple-group SEM was estimated incorporating both high and low 
similarity groups (i.e., based on the median score) and restricting all paths to be equal 
between the two groups. Second, this model was estimated again, this time relaxing the 
restriction of equal path estimates for one particular moderated path. Because the second 
model had one degree of freedom less, a significant model improvement was reached when 
the drop in chi-square between the two models for one degree of freedom was higher than 
3.84 (p ≤ 0.05). The same chi-square difference test procedure was then repeated for other 
moderated paths. Due to non-normality assumed in MLR, the chi-square difference testing in 
the regular way (e.g., subtracting the lower chi-square value from the higher one) was not 
applicable to this study. Instead, log-likelihood based chi-square difference tests were 
Figure 4.3 Histogram of the moderators of CB familiarity, and Similarity between CB and IB  
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employed (See detailed computation steps in Muthen & Muthen (2010).  The moderating 
effects on the relationship between CB attitudes and IB attitudes were not tested (H4b, H5b) 
due to insignificant direct effect between CB attitudes and IB attitudes.  
Table 4.6 provides the standardized path coefficients for the low and high similarity 
groups after relaxing the restriction of equal paths between the two groups. Hypothesis 4a 
posited that the effect of CB competence on IB competence would be stronger for IBs that 
were more similar to the CB than for IBs than were less similar to the CB. The drop in chi-
square confirmed this interaction effect, which showed that the model with the freely 
estimated path displayed a significantly better fit than the model in which the path was fixed 
to zero, χ2(1) = 4.30, p ≤ 0.05.   Therefore, this hypothesis was supported. 
Hypothesis 4c posited that the effect of CB trust on IB trust would be stronger for IBs 
that were more similar to the CB than for IBs than were less similar to the CB. The drop in 
chi-square confirmed this interaction effect, which showed that the model with the freely 
estimated path displayed a significantly better fit than the model in which the path was fixed 
to zero, χ2(1) = 28.76, p ≤ 0.001.   Therefore, this hypothesis was supported.  
 
 
 
 
Table 4.6 Testing for moderating effects of similarity between CB and IB 
Path Standardized 
path coefficients 
Drop in chi
-
square
 
  
(log-likelihood based) 
p 
 Low group High group   
H4a  CB competence  IB 
competence 
0.10 0.52*** 4.30 ≤.05 
H4c  CB trust  IB trust 0.002 0.45*** 28.76 ≤.001 
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Moderating Effects of CB Familiarity  
The above two-step procedure was repeated for the second moderator variable of CB 
familiarity. Table 4.7 provides the standardized path coefficients for the low and high CB 
familiarity groups after relaxing the restriction of equal paths between the two groups. 
Hypothesis 5a posited that the moderating effect of CB familiarity on the relationship 
between the CB competence and IB competence. Stated alternatively, the effect of CB 
competence on IB competence would be stronger for cluster customers who were more 
familiar with the CB than those were less familiar with the CB. The drop in chi-square value 
after relaxing the restriction of equal path coefficients across the two groups did not exceed 
3.84. The path coefficient between CB competence and IB competence in the low group was 
greater than the high group. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a was not supported.  
Hypothesis 5c posited that the effect of CB trust on IB trust would be stronger for 
cluster customers who were more familiar with the CB than those were less familiar with the 
CB. The drop in chi-square value after relaxing the restriction of equal path coefficients 
across the two groups was insignificant (< 3.84). Therefore, Hypothesis 5c was not 
supported.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.7 Testing for moderating effects of CB familiarity 
Path Standardized 
path coefficients 
Drop in chi-square
 
  
(log-likelihood based) 
p 
 Low group High group   
H5a  CB competence  IB 
competence 
0.34*** 0.14 0.66 n.s 
H5c  CB trust  IB trust 0.13 0.14* 0.03 n.s 
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Table 4.8 provides a brief summary of results for all the hypotheses tested in this 
chapter, a more detailed summary and discussions of these results are provided in Chapter 
five. In short, the ANOVA test was significant and provided evidence for the causal effect 
from the CB to the IB. The structural model solution indicated that the hypothesized model 
fit the date well. Except for the relationship between CB attitudes and IB attitudes, all of the 
hypothesized relationships in the structural model were statistically significant. Finally, 
statistical results supported the moderating effect of similarity between the CB and IB, but 
did not support the moderating effect of CB familiarity, on the causal effect from the CB to 
the IB.  
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Table 4.8 Summary of hypothesis testing results 
Hypothesis Proposed effect Result 
Causal effects 
H1  CB competence  IB competence + s. 
H2  CB attitudes  IB attitudes + n.s. 
H3  CB trust  IB trust + s. 
H6a  CB competent  CB attitudes + s. 
H6b  IB competent  IB attitudes + s. 
H7a  CB trust  CB attitudes + s. 
H7b  IB trust  IB attitudes + s. 
H8  IB attitudes IB purchase intention + s. 
H9  IB attitudes IB WOM intention + s. 
Moderating effects of similarity between CB and IB on: 
H4a  CB competence  IB competence + s.  
H4b  CB attitudes  IB attitudes + / 
H4c  CB trust  IB trust + s. 
Moderating effects of CB familiarity on: 
H5a  CB competence  IB competence + n.s. 
H5b  CB attitudes  IB attitudes + / 
H5c  CB trust  IB trust + n.s.  
Note: + Positive relationship; - Negative relationship;    
n. Non-significant; s. Significant; / Not tested 
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CHAPTER 5.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 This chapter includes a summary of the research results and provides interpretations 
of the findings.  Conclusions, implications, limitations, and recommendations for future 
research are discussed.  
Results Summary and Discussion 
Place branding is an emerging phenomenon, which entails the process of building a 
brand in relation to a geographic entity (Govers & Go, 2010). Despite its usefulness, key 
issues related to place branding remain unexplored. For example, little is known about the 
impact of the place brand on individual brands within the place. Yet, such knowledge is 
essential for building a successful place brand, i.e., one that not only promotes the place 
itself, but also embraces the individual brands within the place (Mihailovich, 2006).  
The purpose of this study was to address the aforementioned literature gap by 
investigating the impact of a cluster brand (CB) on individual brands (IBs) of firms within an 
industrial cluster in China. The main analysis was conducted in three stages: (a) verifying the 
causal effect of the CB on the IB through an ANOVA, (b) testing the hypothesized 
relationships between the CB and the IB using a structural equation modeling (SEM) 
approach, and (c) testing the moderating effect of CB and IB similarity and CB familiarity on 
the above hypothesized relationships by employing a multiple-group SEM technique.  
Preceding the main data analysis, results of two pretests indicated that (a) the 
Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster was primarily characterized by the brand personality 
dimension of competence, and (b) the experimental manipulations in relation to the three 
hypothetical brands were effective.  A factor analysis was also conducted, the results of 
which verified the internal consistency for all the measures in this study.  
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Causal Effect from CB to IB 
ANOVA was used to compare industrial buyers’ evaluations of an IB within the 
Shaoxing Cluster (IBcotton) and their evaluations of the same IB but not in the cluster (IBnon-
cluster). Results of the analysis indicated that industrial buyers’ perception of the brand 
personality of the IB, trust level in the IB, and their attitudes towards the IB were 
significantly higher for IBcotton than for IBnon-cluster. This finding verifies the causal effect of 
the CB on industrial buyers’ evaluation of the IB, i.e., the CB enhances industrial buyers’ 
perception of IB brand personality, level of trust in IB, and overall attitudes towards the IB. 
Previous research has pointed out that a cluster or cluster brand can influence individual 
firms or their brands within the cluster, e.g., the cluster brand can uplift individual firms’ 
image and embrace their growth (Dooley & Bowie, 2005; Harish, 2010; Ivesen & Hem, 
2007). The finding of this study enriches these general observations by adding industry-
specific evidence from a textile manufacturing industrial cluster.   
Hypothesis Testing 
SEM techniques were applied for estimating the overall model and testing the 
hypotheses (See Table 4.8, H1 through H9) proposed in this study, using the Mplus 6 
software and MLR estimation procedure (Muthen & Muthen, 2010). The structural model 
solution revealed that except for the relationship between CB attitudes and IB attitudes (H2), 
all of the hypothesized relationships in the structural model were statistically significant (H1, 
H3, and H6-H9).  
Survey outcomes showed that when industrial buyers had a higher perception of the 
Shaoxing Cluster’s brand personality (i.e., more competent), their perception of the same 
brand personality attributes increased for IBs within the cluster (H1). This suggests that when 
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industrial buyers do not have sufficient information for making a decision in relation to a 
firm within the cluster, they are likely to form a brand personality perception of the IB based 
on what they know about the brand personality of the cluster. This confirms the statements 
by Kaminski and Zanger (2011) that brand personality can transfer from the CB to the IB, 
which gives a cluster the possibility to help individual firms to achieve certain brand image 
attributes.   
Given the inherent risks of doing business within an industrial cluster, trust is an 
important component in industrial buyers’ decision making. The results revealed that when 
industrial buyers had a higher trust level in the Shaoxing Cluster brand, their trust level in 
IBs of textile firms in the cluster was also higher (H3). This suggests that industrial buyers 
tend to rely on the trustworthiness of the Shaoxing Cluster to evaluate the trustworthiness of 
IBs within the cluster. This conclusion supports the general consensus that the reputation of a 
cluster is critical for the survival of individual firms in the cluster.  In other words, an 
individual firm’s brand reputation would be jeopardized by associating with an industrial 
cluster that has poor credibility (Go & Govers, 2010; Porter, 1998).  
The results failed to support the proposition that there is a significant positive 
relationship between industrial buyers’ attitudes towards the CB and their attitudes towards 
the IBs in the cluster (H2). This is inconsistent with research by Anholt (2005), who stated 
that cluster customers generally indicate favorable evaluations of individual firms congruent 
with favorable evaluations of associated clusters. Recalling that in the preceding ANOVA 
test, industrial buyers did have a more favorable attitude towards the IB within the cluster 
than the IB not in the cluster. I thus posited that industrial buyers’ attitudes towards the IB 
can be improved by the CB, but this improvement may be due to reasons other than the direct 
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attitude transfer from the CB to the IB (i.e., as hypothesized in H2).  Instead, the CB may 
improve the IB trust and IB brand personality (as H1 and H3verified in this study), which 
indirectly contributes to more favorable IB attitudes.  
The reasoned action model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) was employed to further 
analyze industrial buyers’ attitude formation towards the CB and IB and its outcomes. The 
results suggest that CB brand personality and CB brand trust both contribute to a more 
favorable CB brand attitude (H6a and H7a). Similarly, IB brand personality and IB brand 
trust both enhance industrial buyers’ attitudes towards the IB (H6b and H7b). In relation to 
the outcome of IB attitudes, it was found in this study that industrial buyers’ intentions to 
purchase and recommend the IB were increased when they had more favorable attitudes of 
the IB (H8 and H9). This indicates a positive relationship between industrial buyers’ IB 
attitudes and subsequent behaviors, consistent with the basic premise of the reasoned action 
model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Moreover, this series of results confirms the applicability of 
the reasoned action model in the industrial cluster context. 
The preceding discussions demonstrated that industrial buyers may infer both brand 
personality and trustworthiness information from the CB in their evaluation of the IB. Two 
additional points are noted about this information inference process. First, this study 
confirmed that the inference from the CB to the IB can be based on both specific information 
(e.g., specific brand personality attributes of the CB) and holistic information (the 
trustworthiness of the CB). Second, previous literature suggests that these two information 
sources are concurrent (Lynch et al., 1988). However, the higher beta value was indicated for 
the brand personality path than the trust path (0.26 and 0.16, respectively, see Figure 4.2), 
suggesting that more brand personality information than trustworthiness information was 
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transferred from the CB to IB.  This could be because industrial buyers relied heavily on their 
actual experience with an IB when judging the trustworthiness of the IB. Comparatively, 
information inferred from the CB was relatively less important.  As a result, less information 
relating to trustworthiness was inferred from the CB to the IB.  These findings add further 
insight to existing debates concerning the relative importance of holistic information versus 
specific information in consumers’ information inference processing (Bhat & Reddy, 2001; 
Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Lynch et al., 1988).  
Moderating Effect of CB and IB Similarity and CB Familiarity  
It is important to understand what enhances or inhibits the aforementioned 
information inference from the CB to the IB. A multiple-group SEM approach was employed 
in this study to test the moderating effect of CB and IB similarity and CB familiarity on the 
information (brand personality and brand trust) inference from the CB to the IB (H4a, H4c, 
H5a, and H5c). Since the brand attitude inference from the CB to the IB was found 
insignificant in the previous step, the moderating effects on the corresponding paths were not 
tested (H4b and H4c). As elaborated below, statistical analysis supported hypotheses 4a and 
4c, partially supported hypothesis 5c, and failed to support hypothesis 5a.  
The results provided evidence for the moderating effects of CB and IB similarity on 
the brand personality inference from the CB to the IB (H4a) and on the brand trust inference 
from the CB to the IB (H4c). For example, it showed that when the IB was more similar to 
the CB, a greater amount of the brand personality and brand trust information was inferred 
from the CB to the IB. According to the accessibility-diagnosticity framework (Lynch et al., 
1988), when the IB is more similar to the CB, the information of the CB brand is more useful 
in inferring similar information of the IB brand. Consequently, information inferred from the 
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CB to the IB is increased when the similarity level between the two is higher. This finding 
reinforces the general consensus about the moderating effect of similarity on brand image 
transfer (Aaker & Kelle, 1991; Bhat & Reddy, 2001). For example, Bhat & Reddy (2001) 
observed that consumers had a more positive evaluation of a brand extension when the image 
of the extended brand and parent brand were better matched.  
Conversely, the results failed to confirm a significant moderating effect of CB 
familiarity on industrial buyers’ brand personality inference from the CB to the IB (H5a). 
The results showed that for industrial buyers who were more familiar with the CB, they 
inferred less CB brand personality information in their evaluations of the IB. These results 
were inconsistent with the findings of Alba and Hutchinson (1987), who stated that 
consumers were more likely to make brand information inferences when the information 
source relevant to the brand is more evident. A potential explanation to this discrepancy 
could be that the present study investigated the moderating effect of brand familiarity in an 
industrial cluster context, rather than the brand extension context investigated in Alba and 
Hutchinson’s (1987) study. Compared to inferring information from the parent brand to a 
brand extension, it might be more difficult for industrial buyers to infer from the CB to an IB, 
i.e., there were thousands of IBs within the Shaoxing Clusters.  
The moderating effect of CB familiarity on industrial buyers’ brand trust inference 
from the CB to IB was not supported in this study (H5c). Survey outcomes showed that for 
industrial buyers with a higher CB familiarity, they inferred more (but not significantly more) 
brand trust information from the CB in their evaluation of the IB trustworthiness.  This 
finding is consistent with the proposition by Dooley and Bowie (2005), who stated that brand 
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image transfer from the corporate brand to the corporation’s product brands was subject to 
consumers’ familiarity with the corporate brand.  
Conclusions 
An increasing number of geographic entities around the globe have adopted and are 
recommending the strategy of place branding, which is the practice of establishing a 
favorable, strong, and unique place brand (Anholt, 2005). Yet, in-depth understanding of this 
practice is required to assist local governments or organizations (e.g., industrial cluster 
organizers as in this study) in successfully branding a place. For example, although there is 
the general consensus that a strong place brand will enhance individual brands within the 
place, the underlying mechanism and the outcome of this influence is largely unknown.  
This study focused on the branding of industrial clusters, and investigated the impact 
of the cluster brand (CB) on individual brands (IBs) of firms within a Chinese textile 
manufacturing industrial cluster. The study deciphered the impact of the cluster brand (CB) 
on the individual brand (IB) as being an information inference process. That is, cluster 
customers infer both specific and holistic information from the CB to assist in their 
evaluation of the IB. Grounded on information inference theory (Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994), 
the accessibility-diagnosticity framework (Lynch et al., 1988), and the reasoned action model 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), a theoretical model was developed delineating the mechanism 
underlying this information inference process and its outcomes.  
A theoretical model was tested, employing an on-site survey combined with an 
experimental design technique. The Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster (the Shaoxing 
Cluster) in China was used as the site for data collection. Survey participants were industrial 
buyers who purchase textile products from firms in the Shaoxing Cluster. SEM techniques 
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were used to test the causal relationships and moderators hypothesized in the model. To 
further enhance the research and verify the causal relationship from the CB to the IB, three 
hypothetical firm brands were created for this study and randomly assigned to each 
participant.  
This study provides initial evidence that the CB does have positive impacts on the IB 
in the industrial cluster context. A favorable cluster brand can enhance cluster customers’ 
perception of the IB brand personality, trust level in the IB, and overall attitudes towards the 
IB. More specifically, when cluster customers do not have sufficient information to evaluate 
the IB, they will infer relevant information from the cluster brand to assist in their IB 
evaluation. This study further identified two groups of information that are directly inferred 
from the CB to the IB: brand personality attribute information and brand trustworthiness. 
Stated alternatively, industrial buyers use what they know about the CB brand personality 
and their global assessment of the CB trustworthiness to infer the brand personality of the IB 
and the trustworthiness of the IB. Accordingly, when cluster customers possess a stronger 
belief about the CB brand personality, their belief that the IB has the same brand personality 
will be stronger. When cluster customers have a higher level of trust in the CB, their trust 
level in the IB will be higher.  
In this study, the extent of information inferences from the CB to the IB (or the 
positive relationships between the CB brand personality perception/trust and IB brand 
personality perception/trust) was moderated by the similarity level between the CB and IB. It 
appears that when the IB is more similar to the CB, cluster customers will infer more brand 
personality information and trustworthiness information from the CB in their evaluation of 
the IB. This study also provides evidence that industrial buyers’ attitudes toward the CB (or 
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IB) will be enhanced when they have a stronger perception of the CB (or IB) brand 
personality and a higher level of trust in the CB (or IB). Finally, when industrial buyers have 
more favorable attitudes towards the IB, their intention to purchase or recommend the IB is 
increased.  
Theoretical Contributions  
The present study contributes to the relatively young research discipline of place 
branding. A number of studies have focused on place brands as important tools for promoting 
a place (Kavaratzis, 2004; Kotler et al., 2004; Singleton & McKenzie, 2008; Wills & Moore, 
2008). However, another important role of place brands—embracing individual brands 
within the place—has not been dealt with in previous literature. This study fills several gaps 
in the literature and constitutes the first study that has theoretically and empirically 
investigated the role of the place brand in terms of its impact on individual brands within the 
place.  The findings not only support the notion that the place brand does have a positive 
impact on individual brands, but also provide a detailed account of the underlying 
mechanism of such impact. As such, this study has made an important step towards 
understanding place brands and the place branding process, and aids in building a general 
theory of place branding.   
The existing place branding literature has been criticized for being dominated by 
qualitative methods (e.g., case studies) where more theoretically guided investigation of the 
phenomena is desired (Hankinson, 2010).  The present study successfully developed a 
quantitative model guided by three theories borrowed from different fields, e.g., branding 
theory in the marketing field, the accessibility-diagnosticity framework in the cognitive 
psychology field, and reasoned action theory in the consumer behavior field. The positive 
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statistical results of this study suggest the applicability of these theories in modeling the place 
branding phenomenon. More importantly, the findings of this study indicate the 
appropriateness and potential for integrating additional disciplines in place branding 
research.  
As the first place branding study to focus on industrial clusters, the present study 
makes two further contributions. First, place branding practices have been studied in relation 
to various geographic entities (e.g., resorts, countries), but not in the context of industrial 
clusters. The branding process of the industrial cluster presented in this study may expand the 
general understanding of place branding. Second, researchers have investigated industrial 
clusters from many perspectives (Porter 1998, 2006); however, a place branding perspective 
as delineated in the present study has been absent. Therefore, the insight gained from this 
study enriches the industrial cluster literature and raises academic interest in branding and 
brands of industrial clusters.   
Finally, place branding has been intensively studied in the U.S. and European 
contexts, but is nearly absent in developing countries, including China. This study offers 
empirical evidence of place branding in the Chinese culture, e.g., Chinese cluster customers 
apply their knowledge of cluster brand personality and cluster brand trustworthiness in their 
evaluations of cluster firm brands. In addition, the study enhances understanding of the 
theoretical frameworks of brand personality, accessibility-diagnosticity, and information 
inference by proving their applicability to Chinese consumers. Compared to developed 
countries, relatively less is known about these theoretical frameworks’ application to 
consumers in less developed countries. Consequently, the accomplishment of this study 
represents an in-depth cross-cultural analysis in relation to these theories.  
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Practical Implications 
A number of practical implications for cluster organizers and individual firm 
managers are derived from this study.  It is clear from the findings reported here that a 
favorable, distinctive, and strong brand image of an industrial cluster can enhance cluster 
customers’ evaluation of the cluster and individual brands of cluster firms. Therefore, cluster 
organizers should strive to establish differentiated and favorable brands for their industrial 
clusters. In particular, industrial cluster organizers should focus on brand personality and 
reputation as two important areas for building the cluster image, since they are proved in this 
study as the information being directly inferred from the cluster brand to individual brands by 
cluster customers. Furthermore, given that more brand personality information than brand 
trustworthiness information is inferred from the CB to IB (See page 79), industrial cluster 
organizers are recommended to give priority to building brand personality related brand 
image (versus brand trustworthiness) when there is limited financial or human resources.  
More specifically, cluster organizers should on the one hand, foster unique and 
favorable brand personality attributes and good reputations for their clusters; and on the other 
hand, clearly communicate the qualities of their clusters to the target cluster customers, e.g., 
in promotional materials. For fostering brand personality, it is recommended that cluster 
organizers focus on brand personality attributes that embrace the distinctiveness of their 
clusters or the characteristics of products offered in their clusters. Such brand personality 
attributes can not only differentiate one cluster from another but can also be easily recalled 
by cluster customers for inferring individual brands in the cluster.  
From the perspective of individual firms within the industrial cluster, firm managers 
should realize the influence of the cluster brand on their own firm brands, and rely on the 
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cluster as a platform for embracing their own brand development. For example, this study 
offered evidence that an individual firm can improve customer evaluations by simply 
informing customers of its embedded-ness in the industrial cluster. Given the moderating 
effect of similarity between the IB and CB as demonstrated in this study, individual firms can 
induce more positive influences from the cluster by emphasizing their similarities to the 
cluster. For example, a helpful strategy for this purpose would be to design the firm’s 
promotional materials in a similar way to that of the cluster, e.g., colors, fonts, or using 
similar business slogans.  
Limitations 
The study has several limitations which should be noted. First, the present study was 
conducted in the context of industrial clusters. It is well known that different types of places 
have different characteristics, thus requiring researchers to treat different places separately 
(Jacobsen, 2009). Therefore, special considerations are required when generalizing the 
results of this study to other types of places. For example, whereas brand trust is a natural 
part of cluster customers’ brand evaluations, given the inherent risks of conducting business 
in industrial clusters, other factors might be more prominent in determining the attractiveness 
of places with purposes other than sale of durable products, e.g., safety for tourism.   
Second, despite the best attempt, the study’s experimental procedure was not fully 
controlled.  A particular concern was uninformed response bias (Graeff, 2007). Uninformed 
response biases occur when respondents answer questions and give opinions on issues about 
which they are not well informed, e.g., when fictitious brands are used. The outcomes of this 
study were influenced by uninformed response biases in two ways. First, uninformed 
respondents might have been pressured to provide meaningless answers to survey questions 
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(Graeff, 2007). Second, inadequate brand information may have impacted consumers’ 
affective response to the brands. Given that the IBnon-cluster flyer had less amount information 
than the IBcotton flyer, the significant differences between IBcotton and IBnon-cluster brand 
evaluations could have been due to uninformed response biases rather than the influence of 
the cluster brand.  
Third, during the moderating effect tests, the sample was split into two groups using 
the median value for the two moderate variables:  similarity between the CB and IB and CB 
familiarity, which were measured using continuous variables. Therefore, some information 
contained by the two variables was lost due to the median split. An alternative method would 
be linear regression which is inferior by assuming non-measurement errors (Brown, 2005). 
Another alternative would be the Latent Moderated Structural Equations (LMS) method 
developed by Klein and Moosbrugger (2000). Although this method can provide more 
detailed information (e.g., the interaction effect size), it is limited by testing only one 
moderated path at a time, i.e., four separate interaction effect tests are required for analyzing 
the moderating effects in this study.  
Last, many of the measurement scales in this study were originally developed for 
contexts other than industrial clusters and Chinese customers. Although two pretests were 
used to conduct a preliminary evaluation and to access the clarity of these scales, several 
concerns remained. First, many terms were not directly transferable. Second, some terms 
might not be equivalent in the industrial cluster context. For example, the items measuring 
the trust construct might run the risk of being too general, the findings involving this variable 
thus should be interpreted with caution. Third, although back translation presumably reduced 
mistakes of translation, it did not guarantee a perfect translation (Douglas & Craig, 2007). 
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For the back translation procedure applied in the present study, inter-rater reliability was not 
evaluated due to a lack of advanced planning. This impedes a more informed assessment of 
the back translation accuracy.  
Direction for Future Studies  
The findings of this study serve as a platform basis for future research regarding place 
branding and industrial clusters. First, in addition to the brand personality and brand trust 
information identified in this study, future research can be dedicated to investigating other 
information types that might also play an important role in place customers’ information 
inference. Second, this study was conducted in the textile industry in China. Therefore, the 
model developed in this study should be tested in other types of clusters and in other cultures.  
In particular, investigating how the information inference process described in this study 
differs under cultural influence would be a promising venue for future studies (Hofstede, 
1980). For example, future researchers can modify the model developed in this study by 
incorporating cultural variables, and select places that receive both domestic and 
international visitors for conducting empirical testing. Moreover, future studies can focus on 
further refinement and testing of scales and survey instrument employed in this study.  
Second, only one dimension of the brand personality construct was investigated and 
tested in this study: competence.  Although this dimension has been verified as an important 
part of cluster consumers’ information inference process, additional research is required for 
concluding that other dimensions of the brand personality demonstrate the same trait.  
Third, a critical question in devising the proper cluster brand image is that a cluster 
brand image needs to be specific enough to distinguish itself from other clusters, yet it needs 
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to be broad enough to provide relevance to as many firms within the cluster as possible. This 
quandary deserves more research effort in the future.  
Finally, the unexpected results of this study also identify several salient research 
issues that require further investigation. For example, additional research should test the 
moderating effect of CB familiarity on the information inference from the CB to the IB. In 
particular, following the lead of this study that CB familiarity moderates the information 
from the CB to the IB as a quadratic effect, verifying the CB familiarity level below which 
the information inference increases and above which information decreases with the increase 
of CB familiarity has both conceptual and managerial importance. In addition, more 
empirical evidence is needed to provide further insight on the positive relationship between 
CB attitudes and IB attitudes, which would help to gain a more complete understanding of 
the indirect and direct paths of the impact from the CB to the IB. Finally, the correlations 
among the CB constructs were in generally lower than the correlations among the IB 
constructs (Table 4.5), which might indicate a halo effect associated with the IB evaluation. 
Future researchers are encouraged to investigate this matter further and explore potential 
theoretical implications.  
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APPENDIX A(A). PRELIMINARY FLYER FOR IBCOTTON 
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APPENDIX A(B). PRELIMINARY FLYER FOR IBNO-CLUSTER 
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APPENDIX A(C). PRELIMINARY FLYER FOR IBFUR
 
 
93 
 
 
APPENDIX B. CONSTRUCTS AND THEIR MEASURES 
 
Construct Sources α      Items  
Brand 
personality  
Aaker (1997) 0.85 
 
(1) Sincerity: Down-to-earth, honest,      
wholesome, cheerful 
(2) Excitement:  Daring, spirited, 
imaginative, up-to-date 
(3) Competence: Reliable, intelligent,        
successful 
(4) Sophistication: Upper-class, charming 
(5)  Ruggedness: Outdoorsy, tough 
Brand trust Lau & Lee (1999) 
Li, Zhou, Kashyap, & 
Yang (2008) 
 
 
 
 
0.93 
0.71 
(1) This firm brand cannot be counted on to 
do its job 
(2) I feel I can trust this firm brand 
completely 
(3) I cannot rely on this firm brand 
(4) I feel secure when I utilize this firm brand 
because I know it will not let me down 
Familiarity  Mieres, Martin, & 
Gutiérrez(2006) 
Ha & Perks (2011) 
0.91-
0.94 
 
(1) Not/Very Knowledgeable; 
(2) Inexperienced/Very; experienced; 
(3) Unfamiliar/Familiar  
(4) I am always aware of the brand 
Similarity   Loken& Wards (1987) 
Bhat& Reddy (2001) 
 
0.82 
 
 
 
(1) Very good / bad example; 
(2) Atypical/typical; 
(3) Representative/unrepresentative; 
(4) Similar/dissimilar; 
Attitude Holbrook &Batra 
(1987) 
 
0.98 (1) Like/dislike; 
(2) Good/bad; 
(3) Favorable/unfavorable; 
(4) Positive/negative 
Purchase  
intention  
Oliver & Swan (1989)  
Park, Hitchon, & Yun 
(2004) 
0.92-
0.95 
 
(1) Probably to buy; 
(2) Possible to buy; 
(3) Unlikely to buy; 
(4) Intend to purchase; 
Intention to 
recommend  
Carroll & Ahuvia 
(2006) 
0.92 (1) I would recommend this IB to a lot of 
people  
(2) I would ‘talk up’ this brand to people I 
know 
(3) I would try to spread good words about 
this brand 
(4) I would give this brand tons of positive 
word-of-mouth advertising 
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APPENDIX C(A-1). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBCOTTON (CHINESE) 
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APPENDIX C(A-2). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBCOTTON (ENGLISH) 
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APPENDIX C(B-1). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBNO-CLUSTER (CHINESE) 
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              APPENDIX C(B-2). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBNO-CLUSTER 
(ENGLISH) 
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APPENDIX C(C-1). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBSHOE (CHINESE)
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APPENDIX C(C-2). MODIFIED FLYER FOR IBSHOE (ENGLISH) 
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  APPENDIX D(A-1). SAMPLE OF FINAL SURVEY OF IBCOTTON / IBSHOE (CHINESE) 
 
  
            绍兴纺织产业集群品牌调查问卷 (附企业介绍) 
绍兴纺织产业集群（简称为集群）是指绍兴区域内的大量聚集在一起的纺织企业。为了更好地促进集
群的发展以及为采购客商提供服务，我们此次问卷调查旨在了解您对绍兴纺织产业集群品牌以及其内
部企业品牌的看法。 
回答该问卷至多花费您 10 分钟的时间，我们将对您的信息严格保密。如果您对本次问卷调查有任何
问题，可以与我们联系：ylu@iastate.edu。 
 
您以前是否了解传单中的纺织企业品牌？                    是          否      
 
 
第一部分. 以下问题提问您关于绍兴纺织产业集群品牌（以下简称为集群品牌）的总
体看法和态度 。 请在问题后面相应的数值上面打√。  
  
非常不
同意 
     
非常
同意 
1 
如果将该集群想象为一个有性格
的人，您是否同意它是：  
       
      可靠的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      聪颖的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      成功的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 
我认为这个集群能够完成它的使
命 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 我感觉可以完全信任这个集群 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 我觉得这个集群可以依赖 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 
当我选择这个集群的时候， 我会
很放心，因为我知道它不会让我
失望 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6 我对这个集群很熟悉  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 我对这个集群很有经验 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 我对这个集群很了解 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 我一直知道这个集群 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10 我很喜欢这个集群 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 我对这个集群有很高的评价 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 我对这个集群的看法很好 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 我认为这个集群不错 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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第二部分.请阅读传单中纺织企业品牌的相关介绍.以下问题提问您关于这家企业品牌
的总体看法和态度。请在问题后面相应的数值上面打√。请参阅该企业品牌简介  
  
非常不同
意 
     
非常
同意 
13 
如果将该品牌想象为一个有性格的
人，您是否同意它是：  
       
      可靠的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      聪颖的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      成功的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 我认为这个公司能完成它的使命 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 我感觉可以完全信任这个公司 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 我觉得这个公司可以依赖  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 
当我选择这个公司的时候， 我会很
放心，因为我知道它不会让我失望 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18 我喜欢这个公司品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19 我对这个公司品牌的评价很积极 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 我对这个公司品牌有好感 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21 我认为这个公司品牌不错 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 如果您需要购买该类产品        
22 我很有可能会购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23 我或许会购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 我不太可能购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25 我计划从该公司购买产品 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27 我会向许多人大力推荐该企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28 我会向其他人赞扬这个企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29 我会试着宣传这个企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30 我会对该企业品牌做好的口碑  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
第三部分: 请对该企业与集群内的其他企业做出比较。在问题后面相应的数值上面打√。 
31 这个企业是： 
非常不
同意 
     
非常
同意 
 是集群内企业的一个很好的例子 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 是集群内一个典型的企业 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 是集群内企业一个很好的代表 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 与集群内的其它企业相似 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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第四部分: 您的个人信息 
 
                 □ 21-26    □ 27-33   □ 34-40   □ 41-46   □ 47-55   □ 56 岁以上 
 性别                □男          □女 
 教育背景            □高中        □ 本科      □ 硕士及以上   □ 其他 
 
您在集群内采购的频率是    □ 一周一次       □ 半月一次        □ 一月一次  
                                                     □ 一年一次     □很少在这采购     □其他                                  
 您是否来自浙江            □ 是        □否 
 您从事纺织品              □ 生产     □ 零售      □ 中间商        □其他 
 绍兴是您主要的产品来源地吗      □ 是        □否 
 
您是从什么渠道得知该集群的       □网络        □报纸/电视广告       □ 行业协会  
                                                                □ 朋友介绍      □其他 
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   APPENDIX D(A-2). SAMPLE OF FINAL SURVEY OF IBCOTTON / IBSHOE  (ENGLISH) 
   
Shaoxing Textile Manufacturing Cluster Brand Survey  
 
Shaoxing textile manufacturing cluster (known therein as the cluster) refers to the textile 
manufacturing hub in the Shaoxing area. The cluster includes all the textile manufactures 
active in the area. We are conducting this survey to assist in the development of the cluster 
and thus provide better services to its customers. We are interested in understanding your 
opinion about the cluster and individual brands within the cluster. When answering questions 
related to the cluster, it should be based on your knowledge or impression of the cluster as a 
whole.   
 
The questionnaire will take about 10 minutes or less to complete. Your participation in this 
study is completely voluntary and confidentiality of your responses will be maintained. If 
you have any question about the research, please contact Yao Lu at ylu@iastate.edu. 
 
Have you heard of the firm brand on this flyer?               Yes______         No______ 
 
 
Part I. The questions below ask your general ideas about the cluster. Please indicate your 
response by checking the number that best describes your opinions for each question.   
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
     Strongly 
agree 
1 Do you agree that the cluster is:         
 Reliable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Intelligence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Successful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
2 The cluster can be counted on to do its job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 I feel I can trust the cluster completely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 I can rely on the cluster 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 I feel secure when I utilize the cluster 
because I know it will not let me down 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
6 I am familiar with the cluster  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 I am experienced with the cluster  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 I am knowledgeable about the cluster  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 I am always aware of the cluster 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
10 I like the cluster  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 I think positively of the cluster 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 I think favorably of the cluster  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 I think the cluster brand good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Page 1 
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Part II. Please take your time to read the flyer of this firm. The questions below ask your 
opinions about this firm brand described in the flyer. Please indicate your response by 
checking the number that best describes your opinions for each question 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
     Strongly 
agree 
 Do you agree that this brand is:        
14 Reliable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Intelligence 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Successful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
15 This firm brand can be counted on to do its job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 I feel I can trust this firm brand completely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 I can rely on this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18 I feel secure when I utilize this firm brand 
because I know it will not let me down 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
19 I like this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 I think positively of this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21 I think favorably of this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22 I think this firm brand is good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
23 I probably will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 It is possible that I will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25 It is unlikely that I will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26 I intend to purchase from this firm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
27 I would recommend this firm brand to a lot of 
people  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28 I would ‘talk up’ this brand to people I know  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29 I would try to spread good words about this 
brand 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30 I would give this brand tons of positive word-
of-mouth advertising 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Part III: Compared to other firm brands located in the Shaoxing cluster,  
 
31 The firm brand described in this flyer is: Strongly 
disagree 
     Strongly 
agree 
 A good example of those brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Typical of those brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Representative of those brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Similar to those brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Page 2 
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Part IV: Personal background information 
 
 What is your age                                   □ 21-26   □ 27-33 □ 34-40 □ 41-46 □ 47-53  
                                                              □ Older 
 What is your gender                              □ M          □ F 
 What is your education level                 □High School         □ Undergraduate       
                                                               □ Graduate □ Other 
 How often do you come to the              □ Once a week           □ Once every 15 days            
Shaoxing cluster                                    □ Once a year             □ Once a month      
                                                               □ Rarely                     □ Other   
 Are you from Zhejiang province          □ Yes        □No 
 What type of business are you in          □ Manufacturing       □ Textile retailing     
                                                              □ Intermediaries         □ Other   
 Is the cluster the main channel              □ Yes        □No 
of your textile procurement?  
 How did you learn about the                □ From the Internet   
Shaoxing Cluster?                                □ From newspaper/TV advertising                                   
                                                              □ From industrial organizations      
                                                              □ From friends    
                                                              □ Other         
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APPENDIX D(B-1). SAMPLE OF FINAL SURVEY OF IBNO-CLUSTER (CHINESE) 
  
                   企业品牌调查问卷 (附企业介绍) 
 
请阅读传单中纺织企业品牌的相关介绍。以下问题提问您关于这家企业品牌的总体
看法和态度。请在问题后面相应的数值上面打√。（请参阅该企业品牌简介）  
  
非常不
同意 
     非常同意 
1 
如果将该集群想象为一个有性格的
人，您是否同意它是：  
       
      可靠的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      聪颖的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
      成功的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 我认为这个公司能完成它的使命 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 我感觉可以完全信任这个公司 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 我觉得这个公司可以依赖  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 
当我选择这个公司的时候， 我会很
放心，因为我知道它不会让我失望 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6 我喜欢这个公司品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 我对这个公司品牌的评价很积极 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 我对这个公司品牌有好感 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 我认为这个公司品牌不错 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 如果您需要购买该类产品        
10 我很有可能会购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 我或许会购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 我不太可能购买这个公司的产品  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 我计划从该公司购买产品 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 我会向许多人大力推荐该企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 我会向其他人赞扬这个企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 我会试着宣传这个企业品牌 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 我会对该企业品牌做好的口碑  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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您的个人信息 
 
 年龄                □ 21-26    □ 27-33   □ 34-40   □ 41-46   □ 47-55   □ 56岁以上 
 性别                □男          □女 
 教育背景        □高中        □ 本科      □ 硕士及以上   □ 其他 
 
您在集群内采购的频率是    □ 一周一次       □ 半月一次        □ 一月一次  
                                               □ 一年一次     □很少在这采购     □其他                                  
 您是否来自浙江            □ 是        □否 
 您从事纺织品              □ 生产     □ 零售      □ 中间商        □其他 
 绍兴是您主要的产品来源地吗      □ 是        □否 
 
您是从什么渠道得知该集群的       □网络        □报纸/电视广告       □ 行业协会  
                                                           □ 朋友介绍      □其他 
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APPENDIX D(B-2). SAMPLE OF FINAL SURVEY OF IBNO-CLUSTER (ENGLISH) 
 
 
  
Cotton Fabric Manufacturer Brand Survey  
 
We are conducting this survey to gain an understanding of the Chinese cotton anufacturing  industry 
sector and individual firms operating within the industry. In particular, we are interested in 
understanding your opinion about the firm brand in this flyer.  
 
The questionnaire will take about 10 minutes or less to complete. Your participation in this study is 
completely voluntary and confidentiality of your responses will be maintained. If you have any 
question about the research, please contact Yao Lu at ylu@iastate.edu. 
Have you heard of the firm brand on this flyer?                              Yes______         No______ 
 
Please take your time to read the flyer of this firm. The questions below ask your opinions 
about this firm brand described in the flyer. Please indicate your response by checking the 
number that best describes your opinions for each question. 
 
  Strongly 
disagree 
     Strongly 
agree 
1 Do you agree that this brand is:        
 a. Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 b. Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 c. Successful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
2 This firm brand cannot be counted on to do its 
job 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 I feel I can trust this firm brand completely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 I cannot rely on this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 I feel secure when I utilize this firm brand 
because I know it will not let me down 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
6 I like this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 I think positively of this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 I think favorably of this firm brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 I think this firm brand is good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
10 I probably will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 It is possible that I will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 It is unlikely that I will purchase from this firm  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 I intend to purchase from this firm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         
14 I would recommend this firm brand to a lot of 
people  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 I would ‘talk up’ this brand to people I know  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 I would try to spread good words about this 
brand 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 I would give this brand tons of positive word-
of-mouth advertising 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Page 1 
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Part IV: Personal background information 
 
 What is your age                                   □ 21-26   □ 27-33 □ 34-40 □ 41-46 □ 47-53  
                                                              □ Older 
 What is your gender                              □ M          □ F 
 What is your education level                 □High School         □ Undergraduate       
                                                               □ Graduate □ Other 
 How often do you come to the              □ Once a week           □ Once every 15 days            
Shaoxing cluster                                    □ Once a year             □ Once a month      
                                                               □ Rarely                     □ Other   
 Are you from Zhejiang province          □ Yes        □No 
 What type of business are you in          □ Manufacturing       □ Textile retailing     
                                                              □ Intermediaries         □ Other   
 Is the cluster the main channel              □ Yes        □No 
of your textile procurement?  
 How did you learn about the                □ From the Internet   
Shaoxing Cluster?                                □ From newspaper/TV advertising                                   
                                                              □ From industrial organizations      
                                                              □ From friends    
                                                              □ Other         
 
110 
 
 
APPENDIX E. IRB EXEMPTION APPROVAL
 
111 
 
 
 
112 
 
 
 REFERENCES 
Aaker, J. (1997). Dimensions of brand personality. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 34(3), 347-356.   
Aaker, J., Fournier, S., & Brasel, S.A. (2004). When good brands do bad. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 31(1), 1-16.  
Aaker, D. A., & Keller, K. L. (1990). Consumer evaluations of brand extensions. Journal of 
Marketing, 54(1), 27-41.  
Alba, J.W., & Hutchinson, J.W. (1987). Dimensions of consumer expertise. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 13(1), 411-454. 
AMA. (2010). American Marketing Association. Retrieved March 3, 2010, from 
http://www.marketingpower.com/Pages/default.aspx 
 Andersson, M., & Ekman, P. (2009). Ambassador networks and place branding. Journal of 
Place Management and Development, 2(1), 41-51.  
Anderson, L. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1998). Some methods for respecifying measurement 
models to obtain unidimensional construct measurement. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 19(4), 453-460.   
Baum, T., Hearns, N., & Devine, F. (2008). Place branding and the representation of people 
at work: Exploring issues of tourism imagery and migrant labour in the Republic of 
Ireland. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 4(1), 45-60.  
Barnette, J. J. (2000). Effects of stem and likert response option reversals on survey internal 
consistency: If you feel the need, there is a better alternative to using those negatively 
worded stems. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(3), 361-370.  
Becerra, E. P., & Korgaonkar, P. K. (2011). Effects of trust beliefs on consumers' online 
113 
 
 
intentions.  European Journal of Marketing, 45(6), 936-962.  
Bettman, J. R., Capon, N., & Lutz, R. J. (1975). Multiattribute measurement models and 
multiattribute attitude Theory: A test of construct validity. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 1(4), 1-15.  
Bhat, S., & Reddy, S. K. (2001). The impact of parental brand attribute associations and 
affect on brand extension evaluation. Journal of Business Research, 53(3), 111-122.  
Borghini, S., Golfetto, F., & Rinallo, D. (2006). Ongoing search among industrial buyers. 
Journal of Business Research, 59(10-11), 1151-1159. 
Brinslin, R. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Psychology, 1(3), 185-216. 
Broniarczyk, S. M., & Alba, J. W. (1994). The role of consumers' intuitions in inference 
making. Journal of Consumer Research, 21(3), 393-407.  
Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Applied Research. New York: The 
Guilford Press. 
Carroll, B. A., & Ahuvia, A. C. (2006). Some antecedents and outcomes of brand 
love. Marketing Letters, 17(2), 79-89. 
Chaiken, S., & Trope, Y. (1999). Dual-process Theories in Social and Cognitive Psychology. 
New York: Guilford.  
China Org. (2011). China’s Shaoxing to Build Global Textile Hub. Retrieved November 15, 
2011, from http://www.china.org.cn/business/2011-09/29/content_23521972.htm 
Chien, P., & Cornwell, T., & Pappu, R. (2011). Sponsorship portfolio as a brand-image 
creation strategy. Journal of Business Research, 64(2), 142-149.  
Churchill, G. A., Jr., & Lacobucci, D. (2002). Marketing research: Methodological 
114 
 
 
foundations (8th ed.). Orlando, FL: Harcourt College Publishers.  
Cohen, J. B., Fishbein, M., & Ahtola, O. T. (1972). The nature and uses of expectancy-value 
models in consumer attitude research. Journal of Marketing Research 9(4), 456-460. 
Cohen, J. B. (1982). Attitude, Affect, and Consumer Behavior. Retrieved April 18, 2011, 
from 
http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=H8iyRo7raTgC&oi=fnd&pg=PA152
&dq=Cohen+1982+affec&ots=oMp5Hb14C4&sig=iQGTcF7ErFTKcd4Dr68rnjkFpz
M#v=onepage&q&f=false 
Cohen, J (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155–159. 
Carmines, E. G., & McIver, J. P. (1981). Analyzing models with unobserved variables. In G. 
W. Bohrnstedt & E. F. Borgatta (Eds.) Social Measurement: Current Issues. Beverly 
Hills: Sage Publications. 
Cronbach, L. J. (1971). Test validation. In R. L. Thorndike (Ed.). Educational Measurement 
(2
nd
 ed.). Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education. 
Dacin, P. A, & Brown, T. J. (1997). The company and the product: Corporate associations 
and consumer product responses. Journal of Marketing, 61(1), 68-84.  
Delgado-Ballester, E., Navarro, A., & Sicilia, M. (2012). Revitalising brands through 
communication messages: The role of brand familiarity.  European Journal of 
Marketing, 46(1/2), 31-51.  
Diamantopoulos, A., Smith, G., & Grime. I. (2005). The impact of brand extensions on brand 
personality: Experimental evidence. European Journal of Marketing, 39(1/2), 129-
149.   
Dick, A., Chakravarti, D., & Biehal, G. (1990). Memory-based inferences during consumer 
115 
 
 
choice. Journal of Consumer Research, 17(1), 82-94. 
Donahay, B., & Rosenberger III, P. J. (2007). Using brand personality to measure the 
effectiveness of image transfer in Formula One racing. Marketing Bulletin, 18, 1-15. 
Dooley, G., & Bowie, D. (2005). Place brand architecture: Strategic management of the 
brand portfolio. Place Branding, 1(4), 402-419. 
Douglas, S. P., & Craig, C. S. (2007). Collaborative and iterative translation: An alternative 
approach to back translation. Journal of International Marketing, 15(1), 30-43.  
Echtner, C. M., & Ritchie, J. R. B. (2003). The measurement of destination image: An 
empirical assessment. Journal of Travel Research, 31(4), 3-13. 
Elliott, R., & Yannopoulou, N. (2007). The nature of trust in brands: A psychosocial model.  
European Journal of Marketing, 41(9/10), 988-998. 
Ekinci, Y., & Hosany, S. (2006). Destination personality: An application of brand personality 
to tourism destinations. Journal of Travel Research, 45(2), 127-139. 
Fazio, R. H. (1986). How do attitudes guide behavior? In R. M. Sorrentino E. T. Higgins 
(Eds.), The Handbook of Motivation and Cognition: Foundations of Social 
Behavior (pp. 204-243). New York: Guilford Press.  
Feldman, J. M., & Lynch, J.G. (1988). Self-generated validity and other effects of 
measurement on belief, attitude, intention and behavior. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 73(3), 421-435. 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to 
Theory and Research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Freire, J. R. (2006). 'Other tourists': A critical factor for a geo-brand-building process. Place 
Branding, 2(1), 68-83.  
116 
 
 
Gaggiotti, H., Cheng, L. K., & Yunak, O. (2008). City brand management (CBM): The case 
of Kazakhstan. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 4(2), 115-123.  
Go, F., & Govers, R. (2010). International Place Branding Yearbook 2010: Place Branding 
in the New Age of Innovation. Palgrave Macmillan. 
Graeff, T. R. (2007). Reducing uninformed responses: The effects of product-class 
familiarity and measuring brand knowledge on surveys. Psychology and Marketing, 
24(8), 681-702. 
Ha, H., & Perks. H. (2005). Effects of consumer perceptions of brand experience on the web: 
Brand familiarity, satisfaction and brand trust. Journal of Consumer 
Behavior, 4(6), 438-452.   
Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate Data 
Analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentic-Hall. 
Hankinson, G. (2010). Place branding research: A cross-disciplinary agenda and the views of 
practitioners. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 6(4), 300-315.  
Hanna, S., & Rowley, J. (2008). An analysis of terminology use in place branding. Place 
Branding and Public Diplomacy, 4(1), 61-75.  
Harish, R. (2010). Brand architecture in tourism branding: The way forward for India. 
Journal of Indian Business Research, 2(3), 153-165.  
Hofstede, G. (1980). Cultural Consequences: International Differences in Work-related 
Values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 
Holbrook, M. B., & Batra, R. (1987). Assessing the role of emotions as mediators of 
consumer responses to advertising. Journal of Consumer Research, 14(3), 404-420. 
Hosany, S., Ekinci, Y., & Uysal, M. (2007). Destination Image and destination  
117 
 
 
personality. International Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research,  
1(1), 62-68. 
Hutchinson, J. W., & Alba, J. W. (1991). Ignoring irrelevant information: Situational 
determinants of consumer learning. Journal of Consumer Research, 18(4), 325-346. 
Iversen, N. M., & Hem, L. E. (2008). Provenance associations as core values of place 
umbrella brands. European Journal of Marketing, 42(5/6), 603-626. 
Jacobsen. B. (2009). Investor-based place brand equity: A theoretical framework. Journal of 
Place Management and Development, 2(1), 70-84. 
James, D. (2005). Guilty through association: Brand association transfer to brand alliances. 
Journal of Consumer Marketing, 22(1), 14-24. 
Johnson, D., & Grayson, K. (2005). Cognitive and affective trust in service  
Relationships. Journal of Business Research, 58(4), 500-507. 
Kaminski, S., & Zanger, C. (2011). Cooperative marketing for company founders: 
Opportunities of a regional cluster brand. Retrieved May 16, 2011, from 
http://sbaer.uca.edu/research/icsb/2009/paper135.pdf 
Kaplan, M. D., Yurt, O., Guneri, B., & Kurtulus, K. (2010). Branding places: Applying brand 
personality concept to cities. European Journal of Marketing, 44(9/10), 1286-1304.  
Kapferer, J. (1994). Strategic Brand Management. New York: Free Press.  
Kardes, F. R., Cronley, M. L., Kellaris, J. J., & Posavac, S. S. (2004). The role of selective 
information processing in price-quality inference. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 31(2), 368-374.  
Kardes, F. R., Posavac, S. S., & Cronley, M. L. (2004). Consumer inference: A review of 
processes, bases, and judgment contexts. Journal of Consumer 
118 
 
 
Psychology, 14(3), 230-256. 
Kavaratzis, M. (2004). From city marketing to city branding: Towards a theoretical 
framework for developing city brands. Place Branding, 1(1), 58-73.  
Kavaratzis, M., & Ashworth, G. (2008). Place marketing: how did we get here and where are 
we going? Journal of Place Management and Development, 1(2), 150-165.  
Kavaratzis, M. (2009). Cities and their brands: Lessons from corporate branding. Place 
Branding and Public Diplomacy, 5(1), 26-37.  
Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand 
equity. Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 1-17. 
Keller, K. (2002). Strategic Brand Management (2
nd
 ed.). New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  
Keller, K. L. (2003). Understanding brands, branding and brand equity. Interactive 
Marketing, 5(1), 7-20.  
Kerr, G., & Johnson, S. (2005). A review of a brand management strategy for a small town -- 
Lessons learnt! Place Branding, 1(4), 373-387.  
Kerr, G. (2006). From destination brand to location brand.  The Journal of Brand 
Management, 13(4-5), 276-283. 
Kim, J., & Forsythe, S. (2008). Sensory enabling technology acceptance model (SE-TAM): 
A multiple-group structural model comparison. Psychology & Marketing, 25(9), 901-
922. 
Klein, A., & Moosbrugger, H. (2000). Maximum likelihood estimation of latent interaction 
effects with the LMS method. Psychometrika, 65, 457−474. 
Kline. R.B. (1998). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. New York: 
The 
119 
 
 
Guilford Press.  
Kotler, P., Haider, D., & Rein, I. (1993). Marketing Places. New York: Free Press.  
Kolter, P., Israel, D. N., Vladimir, L., Seppo, R., David, G., Rita, C., & Graham, W. (2004). 
‘Where is place branding heading?’ Place Branding, 1(1), 12-35.  
Lagos, D., & Courtis, P. (2008). Business clusters formation as a means of improving 
competitiveness in the tourism sector. European Research Studies, 11(1/2), 112-121.  
Lau, G. T., & Lee, S. H. (1999). Consumers’ trust in a brand and the link to brand loyalty. 
Journal of Market - Focused Management, 4(4), 341-370.  
Law, K. S., Wong, C. S., & Mobley, W. H. (1998). Toward taxonomy of multidimensional 
constructs. Academy of Management Review, 23(4), 741-755.  
Li, F., Zhou, N., Kashyap, R., & Yang, Z. (2008). Brand trust as a second-order factor: An 
alternative measurement model. International Journal of Market Research, 50(6), 1-
23.  
Lohr, S. (1999). Sampling: Design and Analysis. Boston: Brooks/Cole. 
Loken, B., & Ward, J. (1987). Measures of the attribute structure underlying product 
typicality. Advances in Consumer Research, 14, 22-26.   
Lu, L. J., & Wang, Z. Q. (2010). China’s Specialized Market. Singapore: Gale. 
Luhmann, N. (2000). Familiarity, Confidence, Trust: Problems and Alternatives. Retrieved 
March 23, 2011, from http://www.sociology.ox.ac.uk/papers/luhmann94-107.pdf  
Lynch, J. G., Jr., Marmorstein, H., & Weigold, M. F. (1988). Choices from sets including 
remembered brands: Use of recalled attributes and prior overall evaluations. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 15(2), 169-184.  
120 
 
 
Lynch, J. G. (2006).  Accessibility-diagnosticity and the multiple pathway anchoring and 
adjustment model. Journal of Consumer Research, 33(1), 25–27.  
Meyers-Levy, J., & Tybout, A. M. (1989). Schema congruity as a basis for product 
evaluation. Journal of Consumer Research, 16(1), 39-54. 
Mihailovich, P. (2006). Kinship branding: A concept of holism and evolution for the nation 
brand. Place Branding, 2(3), 229-247.  
Mitchell, A., & Olson, J. C. (1981). Are product attribute beliefs the only mediator of 
advertising Effects on brand attitude? Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 318-
332.  
Mitchell, A. A. (1986). The effect of verbal and visual components of advertisements on 
brand attitudes and attitude toward the advertisement. Journal of Consumer Research, 
13(1), 12-24.  
Morgan, N., Pritchard, A., & Pride, R. (2004). Destination Branding: Creating the Unique 
Destination Proposition. Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.   
Muthén, L.K., & Muthén, B.O. (1998). Mplus User's Guide. Los Angeles: Muthén & 
Muthén.  
Murphy, G. L., & Ross, B. H. (1999). Induction with cross-classified categories. Memory & 
Cognition, 27(6), 1024-1041.  
Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3
rd
 ed.). New York: 
McGraw-Hill. 
Oliver, R. L., & Swan, J. E. (1989). Consumer perceptions of interpersonal equity and 
satisfaction. Journal of Marketing, 53(2), 21–35. 
Opoku, R., & Hinson, R. (2006). Online brand personalities: An exploratory analysis of 
121 
 
 
selected African countries. Place Branding, 2(2), 118-129.  
Papadopoulos, N., & Heslop, L. (2002). Country equity and country branding: Problems and 
prospects. Journal of Brand Management, 9(4/5), 294-314.  
Park, S., Hichon, J. B., & Yun, G. W. (2004). The effects of brand familiarty in alignment 
advertising. Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 81(4), 750-765.  
Pedhazur, E. J. (1997). Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research: Explanation and 
Prediction (3rd ed.). Stamford, CT: Thomson Learning.  
Peel, D., & Lloyd, G. (2008). New communicative challenges: Dundee, place branding and 
the reconstruction of a city image. The Town Planning Review, 79(5), 507-532.  
Porter, M. (1990). The Competitive Advantage of Nations. New York: Free Press. 
Porter, M. (1998). Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries’ and 
Competitors. MA: Free Press.   
Pryor, S., & Grossbart, S. (2007). Creating meaning on main street: Towards a model of 
place branding. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 3(4), 291-304.  
PWC. (2010). See the Future: Top Industry Clusters in 2040 Revealed. Retrieved May 23, 
2011, from http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/consulting-services/see-the-future/assets/see-
the-future.pdf 
Rausch, A. (2008). Place branding in rural Japan: Cultural commodities as local brands. 
Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 4(2), 136-146. 
Rice, R., & Hancock, L. (2005). The mall intercept: A social norms marketing research tool. 
The Report on Social Norms, 4(7), 4-7. 
SFFM. (2011). San Francisco Flower Mart. Retrieved May 4, 2011, from 
http://www.sfflmart.com/  
122 
 
 
Shao, X., & Chi, R. (2011). Integrating Textile Industry into Global Value China Stage-Case 
Study from Shaoxing Textile Sector in Zhejiang Proving. Retrieved November 18, 
2011, from 
http://www.seiofbluemountain.com/upload/product/200911/2006zxqyhy10a4.pdf 
Shaoxing Gov. (2011). Shaoxing Government Website. Retrieved June 15, 2011, from 
http://www.shaoxing.gov.cn/en/Investmentguide/Investmentguide02.htm.  
Sichtmann, C. (2007). An analysis of antecedents and consequences of trust in a corporate 
brand. European Journal of Marketing, 41(9/10), 999-1015.  
Singleton, H., & McKenzie, F. (2008). The re-branding imperative for the Western 
Australian Pilbara region: Status quo to transformative cultural interpretations of local 
housing and settlement for a competitive geo-regional identity. Place Branding and 
Public Diplomacy, 4(1), 8-28.  
Sillyconvalley. (2011). Sillycon Valley News. Retrieved May 5, 2011, from 
Chihttp://www.siliconvalley.com/ 
Szondi, S. (2007). The role and challenges of country branding in transition countries: The 
Central and Eastern European experience. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 
3(1), 8-20.  
Stock, F. (2009). Identity, image and brand: A conceptual framework. Place Branding and 
Public Diplomacy, 5(2), 118-125.  
Taylor, S. A., & Hunter, G. (2003). An exploratory investigation into the antecedents of 
satisfaction, brand attitude, and loyalty with the (B2B) CRM industry. Journal of 
Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, 16(1), 19-35.  
123 
 
 
Teller, C., & Elms, J. (2010). Managing the attractiveness of evolved and created retail 
agglomerations formats. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 28(1), 25- 45.  
Tu, H. (2011). Cluster marketing models and strategies: The implications thereof in the 
Chinese high-tech industry. International Journal of China Marketing, 1(2), 34-44.  
Wagner, O., & Peters, M. (2009). Can association methods reveal the effects of internal 
branding on tourism destination stakeholders? Journal of Place Management and 
Development, 2(1), 52-69. 
Westbrook, R. A. (1987). Product/consumption-based affective responses and post-purchase 
processes. Journal of Marketing Research, 24(3), 258-270. 
Wills, D., & Moore, C. (2008). Securitising the Caucasus: From political violence to place 
branding in Chechnya. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 4(3), 252-262.  
Wu, C., & Yen, Y.C. (2007). How the strength of parent brand associations influence the 
interaction effects of brand breadth and product similarity with brand extension 
evaluations. The Journal of Product and Brand Management, 16(5), 334-341.  
Zhang, J. (2004). High-tech Start-ups and Industry Dynamics in Silicon Valley. Retrieved 
November 16, 2011, from http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_703JZR.pdf 
Zerrillo, P. C., & Thomas, G. M. (2007). Developing brands and emerging markets: An 
empirical application. Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 3(1), 86-99.  
 
